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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SEaw] has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Jacossl.

RECESS

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the House
recess for 5 minutes in order that the
Reverend Andrew Brown, an apostle
of peace and dean of ministers in Indi-
ana, might give the opening prayer for
April 23, 1985.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
House now stands in recess for 5 min-
utes.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 48 min-
utes a.m., April 23, 1985), the House
stood in recess for 5§ minutes.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the
House was called to order by the
Speaker pro tempore [Mr. FoLEY] at 9
o'clock and 54 minutes a.m.

PRAYER

The Reverend Andrew Brown, St.
John'’s Missionary Baptist Church, In-
dianapolis, IN, offered the following
prayer:

Grant us Thy love, O gracious Heav-
enly Father, that we as a nation may
overcome our impatience with the
seeming slow results of the redemptive
work in which we are engaged. We
pray, O God, that our Representatives
may not grow impatient in their work
against the ignorance or prejudices of
our friends; our enemies; or fellow
workers. Help us to be militant with-
out being unkind, uncompromising
without being intolerant, devoted
without being bigoted. Strengthen and
embolden these Thy servant's spirits,
O God, who art power, seize and pos-
sess all of us, that we all will no longer
be unsteady in our faith or unsure of
the end result of the work we under-
take. Through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Be with us now and forever. Amen.

(Legislative day of Monday, April 22, 1985)

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF HOUSE JOINT RESO-
LUTION 239, MARKING APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR AID TO NICA-
RAGUA

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr,
Speaker, by direction of the Commit-
tee on Rules, I call up House Resolu-
tion 136 and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 136

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, de-
clare the House resolved into a secret ses-
sion of the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 239)
to approve the obligation of funds available
under Public Law 98473 for supporting
military or paramilitary operations in Nica-
ragua, the first reading of the joint resolu-
tion shall be dispensed with, and all points
of order against the consideration of the
joint resolution are hereby walved. Pending
the Speaker’s declaration, he is authorized
to declare a recess of the House In order to
make appropriate arrangements for a secret
session. General debate in the secret session
of the Committee of the Whole shall contin-
ue not to exceed five hours, to be equally di-
vided and controlled by a Member in favor
of the resolution and a Member opposed
thereto. At such time as the secret session
of the Committee of the Whole shall termi-
nate, the Committee of the Whole shall rise
and the Speaker is authorized to declare a
recess of the House to make appropriate ar-
rangements for the reconvening of the
House In open session. All proceedings in
the secret session shall be kept secret unless
otherwise ordered by the House on recom-
mendations of the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence. At any time after the House
has reconvened in open session the Speaker
may, pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII,
declare the House resolved into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union for the further consideration of
the joint resolution H.J. Res. 239. Further
debate on the joint resolution shall contin-
ue not to exceed five hours plus any part of
the five hours not actually consumed during
debate In the secret session, and during the
further consideration of the joint resolution
the procedures contained Iin subsection
8066(c)5) of Public Law 98-473 (98 Stat.
1936) shall apply.

Sec, 2. If the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
239) is rejected on final passage, the Speak-
er may at any time thereafter, pursuant to
clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of a joint resolution relating
to Nicaragua to be offered by, and printed
in the Congressional Record of April 22,
1985, by Representative Barnes of Mary-

land, the first reading of the joint resolu-
tion shall be dispensed with, and all points
of order against the joint resolution and
against its consideration are hereby waived.
There shall be no general debate on the
joint resolution, which shall be considered
as having been read for amendment under
the five-minute rule. No admendment to the
joint resolution shall be in order except the
following amendments, which shall be con-
sidered as having been read, shall be in
order any rule of the House of the contrary
notwithstanding, shall be considered oniy in
the following order, and shall not be subject
to amendment: (1) the amendment in the
nature of a substitute printed in the Con-
gressional Record of April 22, 1985, by, and
if offered by, Representative Hamilton of
Indiana, and sald amendment shall be de-
batable for not to exceed two hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by Repre-
sentative Hamilton and a Member opposed
thereto; and (2) the amendment in the
nature of a substitute printed in the Con-
gressional Record of April 22, 1985, by, and
if offered by, Representative Michel or his
designee, and sald amendment shall be de-
batable for not to exceed two hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by Repre-
sentative Michel or his designee and a
Member opposed thereto. If both of sald
amendments are adopted, only the second
such amendment shall be considered as
having been finally adopted and reported
back to the House. At the conclusion of the
consideration of the joint resolution for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the joint resolution to the House
with such amendment as may have been fi-
nally adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the joint
resolution and such amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Bonior] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, for purposes of debate only, I
yield the customary 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
Lorrl, pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides for
consideration of House Joint Resolu-
tion 239, to approve the obligation of
funds under Public Law 98-473 for
supporting military or paramilitary
operations in Nicaragua. Under House
Resolution 136, the House may take
up to 10 hours of general debate on
House Joint Resolution 239, with the
time equally divided and controlled by
8 Member in favor of the joint resolu-
tion and a Member opposed to it.

The rule provides for a secret session
of the Committee of the Whole in
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which up to 5 hours of general debate
may be consumed. The rule also au-
thorizes the Speaker to declare recess-
es prior to and after the secret session
to make appropriate arrangements for
the secret session and for reconvening
the House in open session. The rule
provides that all proceedings of the
secret session shall be kept secret
unless otherwise ordered by the House
on recommendation of the Committee
on Appropriations and the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence.

After the Committee of the Whole
reconvenes in open session, general
debate may continue up to 5 hours
plus any part of the 5 hours of debate
time not consumed in the secret ses-
sion.

Mr. Speaker, the procedures con-
tained in subsection 8066(c)X5) of
Public Law 98-473—the continuing res-
olution for fiscal year 1985—will
govern further consideration of the
joint resolution in open session. These
provisions provide that a motion to
limit debate is in order and not debata-
ble. These provisions further provide
that no amendment, motion to post-
pone, motion to proceed to consider-
ation of other business, or motion to
recommit the joint resolution is in
order.

Section 2 of House Resolution 136
provides that if House Joint Resolu-
tion 239 is rejected on final passage, it
shall be in order to consider a joint
resolution relating to Nicaragua to be
offered, and printed in the CoNGREs-
sIONAL Recorp of April 22, 1985, by
Representative Barnes of Maryland.
All points of order against the joint
resolution are waived. The rule pro-
vides that there shall be no general
debate on that joint resolution.

Mr. Speaker, the rule further pro-
vides that no amendments shall be in
order to that joint resolution except
two amendments, which shall be con-
sidered only in the following order:

First, an amendment in the nature
of a substitute printed in the CoNgRrEs-
s1oNAL REcorp of April 22, 1985, by,
and if offered by, Representative Ham-
1LToN of Indiana, with the amendment
to be debated for no more than 2
hours, the time to be equally divided
and controlled by Representative Ham-
ILTON and a Member opposed to the
amendment, and second, an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of April 22, 1985, by, and if offered by,
Representative MicHEL or his desig-
nee, with the amendment to be debat-
ed for no more than 2 hours, the time
to be equally divided and controlled by
Representative MicHEL or his designee
and a Member opposed to the amend-
ment.

These amendments shall be consid-
ered as having been read, shall be in
order any rule of the House notwith-
standing, and shall not be subject to
amendment. If both of the amend-
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ments are adopted, only the second
amendment adopted shall be consid-
ered as having been finally adopted
and reported back to the House. Final-
ly, the rule provides for one motion to
recommit.

Mr. Speaker, this is a somewhat
complicated rule. To make certain
that everyone understands what this
rule entails, let me repeat the basic
provisions.

The rule provides for the consider-
ation of House Joint Resolution 239,
which would approve the obligation of
$14 million for supporting military or
paramilitary operations in Nicaragua,
pursuant to the continuing resolution
passed last year. The rule provides for
10 hours of debate on that joint reso-
lution, no more than 5 hours of which
may be in secret session. At the con-
clusion of this debate, there will be an
up or down vote on House Joint Reso-
lution 239.

If House Joint Resolution 239 is de-
feated, it will be in order to consider a
joint resolution offered by Mr.
BarnEs. No general debate will be in
order on this resolution. The rule
makes in order two amendments in the
nature of a substitute to this joint res-
olution: First, a substitute by Mr.
HamrvrToN; and second, a substitute by
Mr. MicHEL or his designee. There will
be an up or down vote on both of
these substitutes. The rule establishes
what is sometimes known as king of
the mountain procedure, whereby, if
both substitutes are adopted, only the
second one is considered to have been
finally adopted.

Mr. Speaker, this rule allows the
Members of the House to consider
fully the major alternatives on one of
the most critical foreign policy issues
of our time. I urge its adoption.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take a few moments to go over exactly
what the rule does. The gentleman
from Michigan just went over it, but I
want to make sure the Members fully
understand what the procedure will be
for the rest of the day, and I presume
tomorrow, as to how these resolutions,
the substitute and the original resolu-
tion, will be handled.

The Speaker is authorized to declare
the House in secret session in the
Committee of the Whole for up to 5
hours for the consideration of House
Joint Resolution 239, approving the
expenditure of $14 million for military
and paramilitary operations in Nicara-
gua. I want to emphasize that it says
secret session up to 5 hours. That does
not mean necessarily, obviously, that
we will take the full 5 hours, and I
need to emphasize that if we do not
take those full 5 hours, the time re-
maining will be carried over into regu-
lar session.

So we will have 5 hours that could
be in secret session, and then the next
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5 hours will be in open session, plus
any time that is left over from the
secret session.

All points of order are waived
against the consideration of the reso-
lution. The resolution is not subject to
amendment and is not subject to a
motion to recommit.

If the Michel resolution is defeated,
and I want to emphasize that, if it is
defeated, the Speaker may resolve the
House into the Committee of the
Whole to consider a resolution by Rep-
resentative BarneEs of Maryland print-
ed in the REcorp on Monday, April 22.
All points of order are waived against
the resolution, and the resolution is
not subject to further debate.

It first shall be in order to consider
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by Mr. HamirToN of In-
diana, printed in the REcorp on
Monday, April 22. The amendment
shall not be subject to amendment but
shall be debatable for 2 hours, equally
divided between Representative Ham-
LToN and a Member opposed, and all
points of order are waived against the
amendment.

Even if the Hamilton amendment is
adopted, it shall next be in order to
consider an amendment in the nature
of a substitute for the resolution
printed in the Recorp on Monday,
April 22, and offered by Mr. MicHEL of
Illinois or his designee. All points of
order are also waived against this
amendment, and the amendment is
subject to 2 hours of debate divided
between Mr. MicHEL or his designee
and a Member opposed, and the
amendment is not subject to an
amendment.

If both amendments are adopted,
both Hamilton and Michel, the last
one adopted shall be reported back to
the House as the recommendation of
the Committee of the Whole and
would be subject to a separate vote, of
course, in the House.

One motion to recommit is permit-
ted, although the rule does not specify
with or without instructions, meaning
that if either substitute is adopted, the
resolution cannot be further amended
in a motion to recommit with instruec-
tions, although general instructions
would still be in order. If both substi-
tutes are defeated, it would still be in
order to offer a germane amendment
to the Barnes amendment in the
motion to recommit.

Let me assess the rule. If you look at
this rule in a vacuum, by itself, it is
not too bad.

O 1010

I have to say that the members of
the Rules Committee on the majority
side made the best effort possible to
make a fair rule out of a bad situation
and a bad process. But we did have a
considerable amount of discussion
about how to frame this rule, and
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after meeting in the Rules Committee
and in caucus and after a lot of discus-
sion, I think this is about as fair a
process, as far as what the rule allows,
as we could come up with. Everybody
has an opportunity to offer their sub-
stitute and make their case. There is
adequate time for debate, it is equally
divided, both the 10 hours and the 2
hours on the Barnes substitute and
the 2 hours on the compromise substi-
tute offered by Representative MIcHEL
or his designee.

So I have to grant that to my col-
leagues on the majority side on the
Rules Committee. They tried to make
the best of a bad situation, and for
that reason, while I object to the proc-
ess and I object to a rule that in effect
approves this kind of process, I think
that at least we will have our chance
to offer a substitute and be heard
fairly in the debate.

But let me tell the Members a little
bit about how this thing evolved. It is
a kind of a part of a rolling arrogance
that we went through last week in the
way the schedule was changed and al-
tered and rules were violated or waived
or ignored. Earlier in the week the
Rules Committee met, and there was
even some resistance by members of
the Rules Committee and others, in-
cluding the distinguished gentleman
from Florida, to taking up two bills
from the Science and Technology
Committee where we did not even
have a committee report. I was frantic
during the Rules Committee meeting,
trying to find a Xerox copy of the
report, because I wanted to go
through the report. But we ignored
committee rules and rules of the
House, and we took up the National
Science Foundation and the National
Bureau of Standards bills because we
had to have something to do later in
the week.

Well, that was not so bad, I guess, in
and of itself, but it was part of what
got to be the way we were doing busi-
ness last week. Changes in the sched-
ule were made without the basic cour-
tesy of notifying the leadership on the
Republican side of the aisle.

Then on Thursday, I had been work-
ing on behalf of the leadership on this
side of the aisle watching what was
happening in the Appropriations Com-
mittee, which was required to act by
the action we took last year. We
fenced these funds for Nicaragua at
$14 million, but we said in what we
passed that the Appropriations Com-
mittee would reconsider the unfencing
of that money. And so on Thursday
the subcommittee of the Appropria-
tions Committee started a meeting on
this issue. I assumed the subcommit-
tee would act, then the full committee
would act, and then there would be
the normal 3-day layover when the
House would act. But somehow or
other, that did not seem to suit the
Democratic leadership, because 2 days
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seemed to have made an awful lot of
difference in this body. Instead of the
normal order of events in the sequence
of processes required under the law
and the rules of the House, the leader-
ship and the Chair apparently did not
want us to take this up on Wednesday
or Thursday. They wanted it Tuesday.
Regardless, it was going to be Tues-
day. So if they could not force it
through the Appropriations Commit-
tee, as was set out in the law, they said
we would just ignore that, we would go
straight to the Rules Committee and
do whatever was necessary or waive
whatever was necessary to get this
thing out on Tuesday because we were
going to get it considered on this par-
ticular day.

So somewhere around 2 o'clock on
Thursday afternoon I got about 45
minutes’ notice and we had an emer-
gency meeting of the Rules Commit-
tee to yank this thing away from the
Appropriations Committee and set up
the process to get it to the floor. Usu-
ally there is plenty of notice to the
membership, but in this case I cannot
say that was the case. Some of the
Members on our side of the aisle had
already left the city and were going
home because they were under the im-
pression we were finishing the busi-
ness of the day. The Rules Committee
had no notice that we would be meet-
ing

Was the ranking member of the For-
eign Affairs Committee notified of
this Rules Committee meeting? No.
Was the distinguished gentleman from
Arizona, the ranking member of the
Intelligence Committee, notified of
this meeting? No. Was the Republican
leader notified? I think there is even
question about that.

As a matter of fact, when the Rules
Committee was meeting, the leader-
ship was here on the floor talking
about the schedule for this week, and
so when I got to the Rules Committee
meeting, I was the only Member from
this side of the aisle in the room. The
Republican leader was not there, the
ranking member of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee was not with us, the
ranking member of the Intelligence
Committee was not there, and the
ranking member of the Appropriations
Committee was not there.

So I started asking questions about
what we were doing, what was the
process, what we were considering, and
I found that the only Member who
was testifying was the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. BarnEs], not the rank-
ing member of the Forelgn Affairs
Committee, not & member of the Ap-
propriations Committee. He was the
Member who was testifyilng about
what kind of rule he thought we
should have. And after asking a series
of questions over about 15 or 20 min-
utes, it finally dawned on me that
nobody had bothered to ask about
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what the substance was of what we
were considering.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr, Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LOTT. I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, on the point the gentleman was
making just a moment ago, I sat on
the floor with some of the Republican
leadership on Thursday afternoon. In
a very specific conversation it became
my understanding that there had been
a discussion between the ranking
member of the Appropriations Sub-
committee and the Speaker's people
and there had been agreement that
the bill would come to the full com-
mittee, and that the 3-day rule would
apply. So I went back to my home and
spent the weekend getting prepared
for the debate before the full Commit-
tee on Appropriations. And then sud-
denly on Monday morning we find
that the Speaker and those who run
this place had decided to arbitrarily
exercise their power to fundamentally
violate what we understand to be the
rules.

I think the gentleman raises a very
important point for the membership
to know that, that for some reason 2
days were critical; there was not going
to be time for Members to prepare
themselves, and for some reason it had
to be done now. It seems to me at best
that it is an arbitrary exercise of
pOWer.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to respond to the gentleman and say
that it was also my impression on
Thursday morning that it was going
through the normal process at the
subcommittee level and the full com-
mittee level, and I thought everybody
was proceeding on that basis.

I realized that there was a possibility
or even & likelihood that the Rules
Committee might have to meet at
some point on Monday or Tuesday of
this week to make in order the substi-
tutes. I understood that, and I basical-
1y was in agreement with it. But all of
a sudden that apparently was not good
enough, so we were summoned to the
Rules Committee to carry this deed
through to its completion.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I appreciate my colleague’s yield-
ing, and I wonder if he would yield
further to me.

Mr. LOTT. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, it occurs to me that this is just an-
other illustration of what is becoming
a pattern during this session, an exer-
cise of power almost for the sake of
demonstrating it. The American
public, I think, is quite sensitive to
that. There is no small reason for the
public’s beginning to react and look
again at what is going on in this
House. So my colleague on the Rules
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Committee raises a very important
point, and I appreciate that.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his comments.

Getting back to that meeting in the
Rules Committee, I started asking the
gentleman from Maryland, “Could we
see the substitute?”

Well, apparently there was no sub-
stitute that we were about to grant a
rule on. It was not in writing. I could
understand that there were negotia-
tions going on, but why did the Rules
Committee have to meet right then to
report this rule on a substitute that
we had not yet seen?

So I thought, well, OK, it is not in
writing. Let me ask him, what are his
parameters? What is he really think-
ing about? And I was floored at what I
found as I started asking questions. He
really was not sure.

I was told one thing in the Rules
Committee, and I find that what is ac-
tually in this substitute offered by the
gentleman from Maryland and the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HaMIvL-
TON] is quite different from what we
were hearing in the Rules Committee.

I understand that we set up a proc-
ess that allows for changes to be made.
But now just envision that. We were in
the Rules Committee on that Thurs-
day afternoon—by then it was 4
o’clock—to make in order a rule on a
substitute that we had not seen, that
in fact was not written down, and the
gentleman from Maryland did not
really know what it was going to be.

So at that point we were able to get
our leader, the gentleman from Illi-
nois, Mr. Bop MicHEL, in the commit-
tee, along with the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. Stompr] and the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. BrooM-
FIELD], to start asking some questions
and try to keep this process from
being a complete steamroller, where at
least there would be some orderly
process for substitutes to be developed
and offered and so that the compro-
mise that will be offered by Mr.
MicHEL and others would at least have
a chance.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
Barnes] had magnanimously indicated
that he would have no objection to
Republicans offering an alternative in
a motion to recommit with instruc-
tions. But, when it was pointed out
that we just might need a germane-
ness waiver because we were interested
in providing some kind of assistance to
the freedom fighters inside Nicaragua,
it was suddenly suggested that we
should have our motion ready to file
by 8 o’clock that evening. Our poor
Republican leader had found himself
in attendance at a surprise party in his
honor, to which he had not been invit-
ed in the first place, and was then
being asked to go back home and put
on his tuxedo. It all begins to sound a
little EKafkaesque, when you think
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about it. The Rules Committee had
become the twilight zone.

Fortunately, I was able to persuade
our colleagues on the committee to
permit both Mr. Barnes and Mr.
MicHEL to file their amendments in
yesterday’s RECORD, and also to permit
the minority to have an equal shot
with a substitute, rather than being
relegated to just 10 minutes on a
motion to recommit. For that small
favor I am sincerely grateful. So what
we have here today is probably the
best bad rule we could hope to get. It’s
like being fed a toad instead of a
snake: they're both hard to swallow.

All this confusion, irregularity, and
flouting of House rules and orderly
process could have been avoided if we
had followed the procedure prescribed
by the continuing appropriations reso-
lution last year, requiring the Appro-
priations Committee to first report a
joint resolution approving the $14 mil-
lion.

The continuing resolution also con-
tains language permitting each House
to adopt additional procedures and
rules, and this would have allowed a
special rule to permit both the majori-
ty and minority to offer more detailed
substitutes which better reflect the
administration’s current request and
the current thinking of those on the
other side.

So I just emphasize to the Members
that the process stinks, the way this
has been handled. Why not the regu-
lar process? It would have made 1 or 2
days’ difference. So what? Well, I am
told in confidence that it is because we
want to act the same day the Senate
acts.

Is there something magical about
that? Do we violate all rules of normal
process around here just to make sure
we are not influenced by the other
body? Come now.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield once
again?

Mr. LOTT. I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I appreciate my colleague’s yield-
ing

An item has just come to my atten-
tion that is very appropriate to the
comments that the gentleman has
been making, and it is most appropri-
ate that the Speaker is in the chair as
I review this comment. I say this:

I pledge to be prompt and impartial in de-
ciding parliamentary questions. I pledge to
be patient, good red and courteous
toward the individual Members. 1 pledge
best to employ the talent of the House for
full and fair consideration of issues that
come before us. In “those moments of agita-
tion from which no deliberative assembly is
always entirely exempt,” I pledge to
“remain cool and unshaken, guarding the
permanent laws and rules of the House
from being sacrificed to temporary passlons,
prejudices, or Interests.”
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That quote is from our Speaker, TIP
O’NE1LL, upon being sworn in during
this session. I must say that I believe
the Speaker means those words. From
time to time around this place, howev-
er, our staff members sometimes get in
the way and interfere with our ability
to confrol passions, and sometimes
they overreact. I certainly hope that
we would keep those words in mind as
we go forward with our debate today.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from California [Mr.
LEwis]l.

I would like to urge my colleagues
briefly in this time for debate under
the rule to look today at the substi-
tutes that were printed in the Recorp
yesterday. I do not know now whether
we will try to get to those substitutes
tonight or whether they will come up
tomorrow. I presume and I hope that
we will have a vote tonight, probably
around 7 o’clock, on the Michel resolu-
tion, and that then tomorrow we will
take up the Barnes substitute and the
Michel compromise that has been
printed in the Recorp. But I ask the
Members to look at these compromises
80 they will at least know what we are
talking about.
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The Barnes substitute, as I under-
stand it, would provide nothing for the
Contras, nothing for Nicaragua. It
would provide aid and the dollar
amount has changed, but I presume
now about $10 million for refugees
outside of Nicaragua, which has al-
ready been basically described as the
Refugee Incentive Act. Let us encour-
age them to come on out of Nicaragua
right across the border and get in on
the refugee funds that will be avalil-
able, and then $4 million will go to the
Contadora countries atter an agree-
ment is reached to help pay for the
implementation of the process.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very unusual
substitute, I must say. I have to ask,
what does it contribute to trying to get
the parties inside Nicaragua to talking
with each other?

I have a few other questions that I
would like to ask on the substance and
we will later in general debate; but
please, my colleagues, take a look now
at the substitute substance before we
get to it so that you can ask legitimate
questions.

The compromise that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MicrEL] will offer
has also been printed in the Recorbp,
but the parameters are basically this.
There is $14 million for humanitarian
aid and humanitarian aid is described
and defined as food, clothing, medicine
and other humanitarian assistance.

It says specifically that it is not to be
used to provide arms, munitions or
other weapons of war to any person,
group or organization directly or indi-
rectly. These funds will be adminis-
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tered through the Agency for Interna-
tional Development and the President
is strongly urged and encouraged to
take steps necessary to impose an em-
bargo on trade between the United
States and Nicaragua if the Govern-
ment of Nicaragua does not enter into
good faith negotiations with the Nica-
raguan democratic opposition.

This compromise iz asking for hu-
manitarian aid without a trigger, a
carrot or a stick. Humanitarian aid to
those people who are fighting against
the Communists in Nicaragua—and
that is so bad?

I cannot understand really the turn
that this debate has taken.

Now, it is especially unfortunate, I
think, when we are talking about
countering Communist aggression and
expansion in the Americas, if we
cannot agree on the nature of the
threat in our own front yard and how
to deal with it, how can we hope to
remain the shining beacon of freedom
for the rest of the world?

We hear a lot of hyperbole about
our policy toward Central America.
Some would have us believe that sup-
porting the President’s peace initiative
is tantamount to voting for a Gulf of
Tonkin resolution; but I would suggest
that the opposite is the case. The real
danger lies in turning our backs on the
problem, covering our eyes and hoping
it will go away; or that others will
somehow fix it and make it right for a
few Yankee dollars; or that a little ref-
ugee assistance will somehow salve our
consciences. That is not the way to
deal with Communist expansion.

Let us not kid ourselves. Do we
really want more Cubas?

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude my re-
marks on this rule by saying that I
hope the next time we have such an
important issue before us that we will
not resort to the type of process that
we have had here. Let us go through
the normal procedure so that Mem-
bers will fully understand how it is
coming to the floor, when it is coming,
what committee has jurisdiction, so
that there will be some hearings on
what we are taking up on the floor. I
think it would serve us all better.

Our country’s foreign policy is too
serious a matter for such petty jockey-
ing and political pointmaking. We
have established orderly procedures in
this House for very sound reasons, in-
cluding the assurance of a truly delib-
erative process that includes the bene-
fit of a committee report, the protec-
tion of minority rights, and the main-
tenance of a civil environment in
which to conduct our debates. When
we short-circuit any of these proce-
dures and protections, we risk losing
the comity on which democracy is de-
pendent. We can ill afford such a
breakdown on an important foreign
policy debate with the rest of the
world watching. Let us demonstrate in

the future that we are capable of
better.

I have to say if we do not report this
rule, then we will be I guess right back
at the gate as far as trying to devise a
process to consider it on the floor. At
least our substitute will have a chance
to be considered under this rule.

Mr. Speaker, 1 would urge my col-
leagues to express themselves against
this process, but I have to acknowl-
edge that the rule is probably the best
that we could get under the worst pos-
sible conditions.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I have no requests for time
and I move the previous question on
the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 286, nays
1217, not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 62]
YEAS—286

Chappell
Clay
Clinger
Coats

Coelho
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins

Conte

Conyers

Cooper
Coughlin

Bryant
Burton (CA)
Campbell

Carper
Carr

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Eanjorski

NAYS—127

Gregg
Hansen
Hartnett
Hendon
Hiler
Hunter
Ireland
Jeffords

McKernan
McKinney
McMillan
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Monson
Moorhead
Morrison (WA)
Nielson
O'Brien
Oxley
Packard
Petri

Porter
Ritter
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NOT VOTING—20

Fuqua Ortiz
Grotberg
Hatcher
Heftel
Lundt

McEwen
Nelson
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Ortiz for, with Mr. Grotberg against.

Mr. Rogers for, with Mr. Crane against.

Messrs. BOULTER, HUNTER, and
McMILLAN changed their votes from
uaye:l tD “na_?."

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

‘WAIVING REQUIREMENT FOR SECRET SESSION IN
CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
239
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the require-

ment in House Resolution 136 for a

secret session be waived and that 10

hours of debate proceed under the

provisions of section 8066 of the De-
partment of Defense Appropriation

Act, 1985, as incorporated in Public

Law 98-4173.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Rodino

dy
Ford (TN)

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
I was unable to be present for the
votes yesterday.

Mr. Speaker, had I been present I
would have voted ‘“yes’” on rolicall No.
59 concerning the Journal, I would
have voted “yes” on rollcall No. 60, the
Nicholson resolution, and I would
have voted “no” on No. 61, the Chile-
an resolution.

MAEKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR
AID TO NICARAGUA

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House
Resolution 136 and rule XXIII the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
239).
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 239) to ap-
prove the obligation of funds available
under Public Law 98-473 for support-
ing military or paramilitary operations
in Nicaragua, with Mr. REmp in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the first reading of the joint reso-
lution is dispensed with.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MicueL] will be recognized for 5 hours
and the gentleman from New York
[Mr. AppaeBo] will be recognized for 5
hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MicHEL].

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, at the outset of this
historic debate, I would like to say a
few words about the parlimentary sit-
uation that shaped the course of these
votes.

Our first vote today will be on lan-
guage which, if I had the choice, I
would not have introduced. I would
have preferred language which would
implement the essence of the Presi-
dent’s peace plan, based on the San
Jose Declaration.

But I was precluded from offering
such language. Let me explain why:

You will all recall that when the
continuing resolution was passed in
the last Congress and the funds for
the Contras were fenced off as we did
similarly with the MX, there was spe-
cific language written into that resolu-
tion which obliged us or anyone intro-
ducing the resolution to fence it in, to
specifically read as follows: “Resolved
by the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled that
the Congress approves the obligation
and expenditure of funds available for
fiscal year 1985 for supporting, direct-
ly or indirectly, military or paramili-
tary operations in Nicaragua.”

Mr. Chairman, this first vote is, in
essence, an artificial contrivance, de-
signed to put the President’s position
in the worst possible light.

I think our Members should know
that this first vote will be held on lan-
guage which distorts the President's
wishes.

Later we will introduce an amend-
ment that will allow Members to make
a realistic decision as to where they
stand.

And the issue is this: Do you want to
help the forces of democratic plural-
ism in Nicaragua or do you want to
consolidate the power of the Marxist-
Leninist dictatorship?

Recently, the Sandinista leader Mr.
Ortega insulted the Congress by hold-
ing out a carrot. He promised a cease-
fire if we would just do his bidding and
abandon the democratic forces in his
country.

This is the kind of cyncism one ex-
pects from such a source. I can under-
stand Ortega saying it; what I can’t
understand is anyone in the Congress
believing it.

If you have a sense of deja vu about
all this, so do I. Today we are repeat-
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ing a ritual that we have gone through
many times.

It goes something like this:

The United States goes to the aid of
a group or country that is fighting
Communists. The cry is raised that
our side isn’t good enough to support.
It is corrupt. It is immoral. It commits
atrocities. A propaganda campaign is
mounted against the allies of the
United States.

Then the critics of the administra-
tion tell us the Communists are open
to change if only we would be more
generous in our treatment of them.

When the true facts of Communist
tyranny become inescapably clear, the
administration’s critics tell us they
oppose what the Communists are
doing. But they don’t like the means
the administration has chosen to stop
it. They offer no realistic alternative
themselves.

Does this sound familiar? It should.
We have been through this scenario
over and over again in the past 30
years. And in every case the Commu-
nists proved to be worse than forces
we had originally supported but then
abandoned. Millions of innocent men,
women, and children have paid the
price of our refusal to acknowledge
that communism is the worst form of
tyranny.

In the present case, we even have
some critics of the President who do
not want to call the Sandinistas Com-
munists,

But the Sandinistas are self-pro-
claimed Marxist-Leninists. And if
someone can point out the substantive
differences between Marxist-Leninists
and Communists I'd sure like to hear
it.

Gertrude Stein said “A rose is a rose
is a rose.” I say a Sandinista is a Marx-
ist-Leninist is a Communist. So I'm
going to call them what they are.

They believe in their ideology the
way religious people believe in God.
They will ultimately sell their nation
to the Soviet Union the same way
Castro sold Cuba if we give them the
chance.

We will hear a lot today about the
real and alleged sins of the democratic
forces of Nicaragua.

I'll let other Members correct these
distortions.

As for myself, I don’t care if the
democratic forces of Nicaragua are
good enough to go to Heaven. I'm in-
terested in seeing that they are strong
enough to save their country from a
Communist hell.

We are told we should not be sup-
porting a group that wants to over-
throw the Government of Managua.

Overthrow the Communists in Nica-
ragua? Fat chance, the way we’re pro-
viding aid.

Fourteen million dollars worth of
aid isn’t going to help them overthrow
an armed force of 62,000 active duty
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personnel, a total force of 119,000, in-
cluding reserves and militia.

This Sandinista force has Soviet MI-
24 hind attack helicopters. It has 150
tanks, 200 other armored vehicles and
some 300 to 400 surface-to-air missiles.
The Sandinistas have nearly complet-
ed a2 runway long enough to service
any aircraft in the Soviet or Cuban in-
ventory.

But, we are told that if we give $14
million worth of aid—in any form—to
the democratic forces, they will sud-
denly run into Managua and take over.

What nonsense! I for one wish this
country could make a decision to give
the democratic forces what they really
need to make a difference in Nicara-
gua. But the political facts dictate we
argue about $14 million to help those
engaged in a struggle with the largest
standing army in Central America.

We are not faced with a choice be-
tween force and dialogue. We are
faced with a choice between a mixture
of force and dialogue on one hand and
inevitable Marxist-Leninist consolida-
tion of power on the other.

Saying you are against the Sandinis-
tas but don’'t want to help the demo-
cratic forces is not enough. That's like
saying you are against a disease but
unwilling to treat it. It’s like saying
you are against arson but don't want
to fund the fire department. It's like
saying you are against crime in the
streets but want to provide the police
with food stamps and not weapons.

The bishops of Nicaragua, in their
Easter pastoral letter, condemned the
Sandinistas and asked them to enter
into negotiations with the democratic
forces.

Those religious groups closest to the
scene recognize the true character of
the Sandinistas. Listen to Jews whose
synagogue was closed and were forced
to leave the country. They'll tell you
about freedom of religion in this new
Communist state. Listen to the Mis-
kito Indians whose clergy were killed
by the Sandinistas,

One newspaper columnist recently
wrote that the Sandinistas can’t be all
bad because they like baseball and
they even jog.

This is the same kind of argument
that we heard when Andropov became
head of the Soviet Union. He drank
scotch and liked jazz.

Sometimes you wonder how these
scotch-drinking jazz-loving baseball-
playing, jogging, lovable Communists
ever find the time to read Karl Marx
and to do away with dissenters.

Let me read to you one of their goals
as outlined in the definitive statement
of principles of the Sandinistas, in
19219. They have never repudiated this
goal.

Struggle for a true union of the Central
American peoples within one country begin-

ning with support for national liberation
movement in neighboring states.
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Stripped of the Communist jargon
that means the ongoing revolution.

They said it themselves.

We should at least pay them the
tribute of acknowledging they believe
deeply in their own principles.

If the United States doesn’t believe
we have the moral and political right
to aid the democratic force fighting
communism, then God help the future
of freedom in this hemisphere.

The Communists have no legitimacy.
Their legitimacy comes through the
barrel of a gun. Why do critics of the
President insist that they are legiti-
mate rulers? The people didn’t give
them power. They took power from
the people.

Let me read to you the report of the
Bipartisan Commission on Central
America, still the most definitive and
objective study of the current tragedy
in Central America. This is what the
Commission had to say about Nicara-
gua:

The consolidation of a Marxist-Leninist
regime in Managua would be seen by its
neighbors as constituting a permanent secu-
rity threat. Because of its secretive nature,
the existence of a political order on the
Cuban model in Nicaragua would pose
major difficulties in negotiating, implement-
ing, and verifying any Sandinista commit-
ment to refrain from supporting insurgency
and subversion in other countries.

Let me now tell you what I believe
the real issues are:

I believe, with the bipartisan com-
mission, that the current Communist
government in Nicaragua is a threat to
peace and stability in the region. I be-
lieve the Communists are ideologically
committed to human rights violations
as matter of Marxist-Leninist prinei-
ples. I believe they will aid the Soviet
Union in establishing an enclave in
this hemisphere.

Because of that threat I believe the
United States, along with its demo-
cratic allies in the region, has the
moral, diplomatic, and geopolitical
right and duty to aid Nicaraguans who
wish to have a pluralistic, democratic
soclety in Nicaragua.

I believe that to abandon the signers
of the San Jose Declaration would
constitute a grave historic and irrevo-
cable error that we will pay for dearly
in the years ahead.

I believe it iz not enough for Mem-
bers of this House to state they don’t
like what the Communists are doing,
but are unwilling to take action
against them. This is de facto handing
over of Nicaragua to allies of the
Soviet Union.

Spare us the stale, ritualistic, gener-
alized criticisms of the Communists.
We'll believe you are sincere about
them when you do something about
them.

I am reminded of an old saying:

Things are what they are. The conse-
quences of them will be what they will be.
Why then do we seek to delude ourselves?
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I hope the debate that follows dis-
cusses some of the points I have
raised, for I sincerely believe that if all
the facts are taken into consideration,
a bipartisan majority in this House
will do the right thing and continue to
help those democratic forces of Nica-
TAgUA.
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Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my
opposition to renewal of U.S. military
aid to the Contras fighting against the
Government of Nicaragua.

Mr. Chairman, the issue of how the
United States can best protect its own
national interests in Central America
is the subject which is often debated
and discussed in simplistic terms—
communism versus freedom, right
versus wrong, good versus evil. In re-
ality, America’s long-range national in-
terest in Central America is an ex-
tremely complex subject involving
issues such as how poverty can be
ameliorated in the Third World; what
is the proper mix of foreign policy ini-
tiatives to free the Third World from
thﬁ ﬁake of dictatorships of the right
or left.

O 1100

What can effectively be done to
counter high infant mortality rates
and health problems. How can social
justice be achieved in an evolutionary
way.

Mr. Chairman, I too, am concerned
at the growing Soviet and Cuban ad-
venturism in Central America. The So-
viets and/or their surrogates have a
long history of seeking to exploit eco-
nomically, socially, and politically de-
pressed areas of the world. We have
had a lot of experience in dealing with
their “fishing in troubled waters.”

In countering previous attempts by
the Soviet Union to subvert depressed
or troubled areas, the United States
has frequently implemented programs
such as the Marshall plan, the
Truman Doctrine and the Alliance for
Progress. We used the “arsenal of de-
mocracy” and the riches of our coun-
try to build up the infrastructure of
the threatened areas that they would
ward off the seductive appeals of
Marxism. But this tradition appears to
have been sbandoned in the imple-
mentation of certain aspects of our
Central American policy.

Now we seem to feel that the way to
combat such Soviet “fishing expedi-
tions"” is to overthrow the government
which has allowed the Soviets a foot-
hold. I know and I have heard it all
before that our policy is not to over-
throw the Government of Nicaragua.
Even if the Contras publicly state that
is their goal, we are to believe our goal
is to interdict arms, bring the Sandi-
nistas to the negotiating table, and re-
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store the original principles of the
Sandinistas’ revolution.

Mr. Chairman, do any of us really
believe that our ultimate goal is not
the replacement of the Sandinistas
with a government more to our liking?
It is surprising we do have diplomatic
relations with the present govern-
ment, we even have a most-favored-
nation trade agreement with the in-
cumbent government. Is it the Ameri-
can way to covertly or overtly over-
throw them? I think not and I hope
not. Even if we were successful, would
not the Sandinistas merely take to the
hills and become the Contras them-
selves? We supported the Sandinistas
and the Contras were the ones under
Somoza, and we threw them out. Now,
would that not be reversed?

I fully recognize the burden of being
a great and powerful nation dictates
that many tough decisions must be
made in the international arena. I also
recognize that the moral high ground
can be a lonely and sometimes frus-
trating position in the hardball game
of international relations. However, I
believe that totally abandoning the
moral high ground through actions
such as mining of the Nicaraguan har-
bors is a step which simply must not
be supported by the people’s branch of
the American Government.

Mr. Chairman, the response to the
covert war of the Contras has been a
significant expansion of Soviet arms
pouring into Nicaragua. Escalation of
the violence and bloodletting is ongo-
ing. We hear in the press that the
President proposes that initially the
additional aid should be for humani-
tarian purposes, but it is clear to me
that the escalation of violence and
bloodletting would continue since this
nonlethal aid would simply permit
other resources going to the Contras
to be used for arms.

Let us look at the main problem
facing Congress if it approves this
joint resolution. Notwithstanding all
the other negative factors involved,
there is an impression that the initial
assistance to the Contras, if approved,
will consist of humanitarian aid.

However, my colleagues, when you
look at the exact language contained
in the formal documents presently
pending before the Congress, the doc-
uments pending before this Commit-
tee today, you find no mention, no
mention of humanitarian assistance.
There is no distortion; the language is
absolute and clear. If you had read
and if you have not read, you should
read the President’s classified report,
you will find no distortion as to the
meaning of the resolution presently
before this House.

The letter transmitting the classified
report to Coneress on April 3, 1985,
reads as follows, and this is what is
before us today.

The letter reads:
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To the Congress of the United States:

Pursuant to the provisions of Title VIII,
Section 8066 of the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act, 1985 (Public Law 98-
473, enacted October 12, 1984; 98 Stat.
1935), I herewith—

And this is the President’'s message

to the Congress, and I am quoting ex-
actly—
I herewith transmit a classified report on
U.8. support for the democratic resistance
movement in Nicaragua. On the basis of this
report, I have determined that assistance
for military or paramilitary operations now
prohibited by section 8066(a) of that Act is
NeCcessary.

No distortion; pure and simple lan-
guage. Military aid.

Then we look at the resolution
which we will be voting on later today.
House Joint Resolution 238, intro-
duced by the gentleman from Illinois
on April 15, 1985. Again, the resolution
reads as follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Congress
approves the obligation and expenditure of
funds available for fiscal year 1985 for sup-
porting, directly or indirectly, military or
paramilitary operations in Nicaragua.

I repeat, gentlemen, at no place in
the letter of transmittal, the classified
report or the joint resolution is men-
tioned “humanitarian assistance.” If
we vote for this resolution, we are
giving military aid, we are voting for
another Gulf of Tonkin resolution.

Again, all that has been mentioned
specifically, not by inference, but spe-
cifically, is military and paramilitary
assistance. If the Congress approves
this joint resolution, we are approving
nothing else but arms assistance to the
Contras.

Mr. Chairman, I recommend the dis-
approval of House Joint Resolution
239.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume,.

Mr. Chairman, on Monday, Secre-
tary of State Shultz summarized our
dilemma and our goals in Central
America very simply. He said:

We confront a fundamental challenge,
challenge to our national interests and to
the freedom and security of our neighbors.
Our goals in Central America are clear: We
seek peace, security, economic progress, and
the growth of freedom and democracy in
every country.

Nothing could be more clear or rea-
sonable.

Yet, Mr. Speaker, I have the feeling
we are not listening to the lessons of
history and are eager to repeat the
mistakes of our own past.

Unless we are prepared to tighten
our belts and get behind the Presi-
dent’s policy, history will record this
debate as just another footnote to the
long chapter entitled: ““American For-
eign Policy Shoots Itself in the Foot—
Agaln.”
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Forty years is half a lifetime for
most of us but little more than a blink
of the eye in history.

With a few notable exceptions, the
dominant theme of the last 40 years
has been one of unprecedented Soviet
expansion in the face of remarkable
U.S. foreign policy vacillation, weak-
ness and wishful thinking.

Cuba, Cambodia, Iran, Vietnam were
foreign policy disasters for the United
States in which many of the major
battles were fought and lost right here
at home rather than on overseas bat-
tlefields.

If Harry Truman is watching, he is
spinning in his grave at the prospect
of another self-imposed setback in a
long list of foreign policy defeats since
World War II to which he provided
the strongest exception.

He stood up to Communist expan-
sion in Western Europe in a way that
has helped contain the Soviets and
maintain the status quo there as no-
where else in the world.

Had he not been the strong excep-
tion to modern U.S. history, Western
Europe might well have gone the way
of the Eastern bloc nations.

As the dominoes continue to topple
in the Southeast Asian vacuum we
helped create, we are preparing the
same sort of free-fire zone Communist
aggression in Central America.

And, while our policy weaknesses are
the same as in the past, this time the
revolver is clearly in the hands of the
Congress and aimed squarely at Amer-
ica’s achilles heel.

Central America is not Southeast
Asia or even Western Europe—it is our
own front yard.

Even our isolationist forefathers had
the good sense to recognize the West-
ern Hemisphere as an area in which
America’s vital interests were perma-
nently at risk.

Let’s face the facts. To some people
in this Congress, it is more important
to defeat the President’'s program in
Central America than to save democ-
racy in that nearby region. To some, it
is more important to politicize this
issue than to understand the reality of
Central America today.

By failing to understand what the
Contras represent, many in this Con-
gress are missing the big picture. They
fail to see what is developing in Cen-
tral America and what the future will
bring.

What kind of neighbors do we want
to have in this hemisphere? It is easy
to criticize a program. Many of you
oppose the President. I challenge you
to come up with a workable and realis-
tic alternative to what we are doing in
Central America.

It is easy to see that the Sandinistas
are dyed-in-the-wool Marxist-Leninists
who continue to talk like Soviet-style
dictators. They have attacked the
church in that country, the press,
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small businessmen, unions, independ-
ent farmers and the poor Miskito
Indians.

The poor neighbors in Nicaragua
have suffered from the Sandinistas’ ef-
forts to export their revolution. With
Soviet and Cuban help, Commandante
Ortega and company are still working
to consolidate their power. Their goals
and objectives remain the same. They
will soon turn Nicaragua into a full
blown Communist state. Should they
succeed, we would face a second Cuba
in this hemisphere, this time on the
mainland of the Americas.

Can any of you deny the strategic
dangers that this implies? If Cuba can
be a guide to Communist intentions,
Nicaragua would intensify efforts to
undermine its neighbors in the name
of revolution.

The first casualty of a Communist
consolidation in Nicaragua would be
the freedom and hopes for democracy
of the Nicaraguan people. They have
already suffered too much. The second
casualty would be the security of the
region.

Our efforts have succeeded in Cen-
tral America. Our Government's
policy in the region is designed to
build Democratic institutions and to
avoid a second Cuba as well as a
second Vietnam, with American troops
mired in combat. On the whole, our
policy is working. Nicaragua, however,
continues to destabilize its neighbors
and deny human rights to its own
people.

In April President Reagan made an
appeal in the name of peace. He called
upon the government and the armed
opposition to stop fighting and to
begin talks on reconciliation. He asked
for the restoration of democracy and
an end to tyranny. The call for peace
included a cease-fire and church-medi-
ated talks. The funds provided for the
Contras would be used for humanitari-
an purposes for a specific period of
time. After a 60-day period, the Presi-
dent could restart military assistance
to the Contras.

Sad but true, the Sandinistas have
so far turned a deaf ear to the calls for
dialog, for peace and democracy.
While our Government is trying to get
Nicaragua to move toward peace with
its own people, with its neighbors, and
therefore, with the United States, only
Congress can give the President the
means to make peace work by support-
ing the President’s efforts.

All too often, Congress embroils
itself in critical foreign policy issues.
Some in this body like to micro-
manage what America is doing around
the world. More often than not, our
meddling in these sensitive matters
has made a mess out of what the exec-
utive branch was trying to do.

Just a few days ago, a number of
Senators were in Managua receiving
peace overtures from the Sandinistas.
Our own Embassy in that country was
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unaware of the Sandinistas’ latest
peace ploys. How can a world power
turn the conduct of its foreign policy
over to the 500-or-so Members of Con-
gress? Chaos would reign supreme.
The Contra issue is a case in point.

The Sandinistas are tough and de-
termined. They are street fighters who
will use every trick in the book to win
over popular sentiment in our own
open democratic society.

The recent public relations cam-
paign is a case in point. Throughout
their years in power, the Sandinistas
have been flexible only when they
were convinced they had no choice.
They have made solemn pledges in the
past to the OAS, but failed to keep
them.

The Sandinistas themselves have ad-
mitted that opposition from the Con-
tras forced them to hold an election.
Hesitation or neglect now on our part
will allow the Sandinistas the time
they need to consolidate their totali-
tarian control.

We must keep the pressure on the
Marxist Nicagarguan Government.,

I have urged the President to go
even further and consider the immedi-
ate cutoff of trade with that nation.

Why should we continue to subsidize
a government which is promoting rev-
olution among its neighbors and deny-
ing basic rights to its people by buying
its exports?

Why should we help sustain its econ-
omy and its military machine by pro-
viding it hard-to-get American prod-
ucts, including spare parts?

The time for a trade cutoff is now.

As a cosponsor of the joint resolu-
tion before us, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote for funds for the Nica-
raguan democratic resistance. Should
we approve these funds, they will be
used for humanitarian purposes if the
Sandinistas accept the offer of the
Democratic opposition for dialog,
peace and democracy.

A vote for this resolution is a vote
for peace. A “Yes" vote on this issue is
a commitment to democracy and sta-
bility in our front yard. A vote for
funds for the democratic resistance is
a frank acceptance of freedom and de-
mocracy for future generations of
Central Americans. Now is the time
for this Congress to decide.

This is not the time to take a cheap
shot at the President, central America
cannot afford another setback.

As Secretary Shultz said yesterday:

The choice before Congress Is grave and
cannot be avoided.

‘We are at a pivotal moment that will help
determine the future of Central America
and directly affect the national security of
the United States.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I would be
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Florida.
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Mr. GIBBONS. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the gentleman for a fine speech, and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Appaseo] for a fine speech, and the
minority leader for a fine speech.

The gentleman from Michigan heard
Mr. AppaBBo's statements about the
classified information that had been
transferred to the Intelligence Com-
mittee about this, saying that none of
this aid was for humanitarian pur-
poses.

What is the gentleman’s response to
Mr. AppaBBO’s statement? As I under-
stand Mr. AppaBeo, he said that the
Michel resolution does not refer to hu-
manitarian aid. The transmittal of the
request to Congress does not refer to
humanitarian aid, or economic aid,
and puts all the emphasis upon mili-
tary aid.

Does the gentleman agree with Mr.
AppaBBO on that?

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I would say to
my good friend, the gentleman from
Florida, that the resolution before us
was set up last October. What we are
really considering here is the personal
commitment of President Reagan that
the money would be used solely for
humanitarian purposes, and there was
a deadline set up. It has been indicated
that it would go to the end of the
fiscal year and then if there was not
any movement on the part of the San-
dinistas, then the money could be used
for lethal weapons.

Mr. GIBBONS. 1 thank the gentle-
man for his clarification. Would the
gentleman yield for one more ques-
tion?

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I would be very
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Florida.

Mr. GIBBONS. In the earlier part of
the debate, the gentleman mentioned
President Truman and what he had
done for Europe and Japan immedi-
ately following World War II in order
to prevent them from going Commu-
nist. Obviously that was a very impor-
tant move on the part of the Presi-
dent.

As I remember it, it was essentially
three things that were done.

One, there was a Marshall Plan
which called for the appropriation of
relatively small amounts of money
considering what we spend today.

0 1120

No. 2, there was a deliberative tilting
of the value of the dollar at Bretton
Woods so as to encourage the building
of infrastructure in both Europe and
Japan, allowing them to revitalize
their industrial base and go immedi-
ately into the export market and earn
currency.

No. 3, there was a deliberative tilting
of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade rules at that time in order
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to encourage those countries to revi-
talize their economies.

Now, those are the three important
things that I remember Mr. Truman
did. How does that comparison of
Truman then and this program now
parallel each other?

I recognize that we have done some-
thing through the Caribbean Basin
Initiative, and that is beginning to
work in the rest of the Caribbean. But,
of course, it is denied to Nicaragua be-
cause of the statute we passed.

Is there anything that we can hope
for in the future that the administra-
tion will try to do in order to build a
greater amount of private infrastrue-
ture in these economies than just hu-
manitarian aid or pure military aid?

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I think the gentleman is hitting on a
very important point of the entire
problem down there. I think that
while the Caribbean Basin Initiative is
a good first start, it is not the only so-
lution to the problem down there.

The National Bipartisan Commis-
sion on Central America issued an ex-
tensive report recommending econom-
ic and military assistance for the coun-
tries in the region. Last year, Con-
gressman MURTHA and I offered an
amendment to the foreign aid bill to
implement the Commission recom-
mendations which was accepted by
this House. We need to maintain this
strong commitment to economic devel-
opment to help solve the serious eco-
nomic problems faced by the countries
in the region.

Obviously we cannot do much when
we have a government like that Sandi-
nista whose overall objective is really
regional domination. It is obvious to
me that it is much more than just the
country of Nicaragua.

If the Sandinista hold free elections,
stop exporting their revolutions and so
forth, I think it would be incumbent
upon our Congress to take another
look to see if there is something fur-
ther we can do to benefit the people of
that country. I think the whole region
has been ignored for too long.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle-
man for his question.

Mr., GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BrRooMFIELD] has
consumed 14 minutes.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Boranp]l, the former chairman of the
Select Committee on Intelligence.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the resolution. I do so,
not simply as one who has opposed aid
to the Contras in the past. During my
service on the Intelligence Committee,
I made a sincere effort to understand
the facts that underlie the situation in
Central America. And I saw to it that
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those facts were provided to the
House.

The facts were that the Government
of Nicaragua was providing arms, am-
munition, communications, logistics,
training, and safe haven to insurgents
attempting to topple the Government
of El Salvador. The facts were that
the Government of Nicaragua was on
a Marxist-Leninist drift. The facts
were that the Cubans had a large pres-
ence in Nicaragua and a great deal of
influence with the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment. The facts were that there
was a military build up in Nicaragua.

I no longer serve on the Intelligence
Committee, but my information is,
that these are still the facts. But, the
issue before us today cannot be limited
to those facts. There are other facts—
ones which supporters of the Contras
like to forget—ones which the Intelli-
gence Committee pointed out years
ago—ones which the administration ig-
nores.

Those facts are, that no matter what
you call the Contras—freedom fight-
ers, brothers, or brigands—theirs is a
particularly vicious war. Its casualties
are not only combatants, they are
coffee pickers, medical workers, evan-
gelical workers. The facts are, that the
Contras can operate effectively in only
a very small part of Nicaragua’s moun-
tainous areas. They have no hold in
the cities and with the population at
large. And the result is that the Con-
tras have little likelihood of defeating
the Sandinistas.

That is not just my judgment, or
that of our Intelligence Committee, it
is the judgment of Gen. Paul Gorman,
until recently, commander in chief of
the U.S. Southern Command in
Panama.

Overthrow of the Sandinistas is “not
feasible in the near future,” he said.

Mr. Chairman, those are the facts.
Those are what we have to work with,
and from them, we must somehow
mold a policy that meets the goals on
which we all agree. And let us make no
mistake—we all want the same goals in
Central America: peace, democracy,
economic development, and an end to
a possible threat by Nicaragua to its
neighbors.

The proposal before us today offers
only one alternative—armed conflict,
and armed conflict with a terrible
hidden cost. It is conflict, to which we
would be committed in the most public
and painful way, a conflict which
cannot succeed without the use of U.S.
forces.

I know of no one, no Member of this
body, who would stand up today and
endorse the use of American forces in
Nicaragua. Yet, that is what this com-
mitment could well mean, and that
would be a tragedy for both Nicaragua
and the United States.

Mr. Chairman, this commitment—
this war—is supposed to produce a po-
litical opening in Nicaragua. It seeks
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the beginning of genuine democratic
pluralism.

Mr. Chairman, 3 years of this con-
flict have brought us no closer to that
goal. In fact, as this administration
points out in great detail, we are far-
ther from that goal. The war has
failed, as an instrument of pressure on
the Sandinistas. It has not encouraged
them to do what we want them to. It
has driven them into a corner, from
which they place increasing reliance
and dependence of the Soviet Union
and Cuba. In sum, our efforts have
turned counterproductive.

We do not want to see a Soviet-domi-
nated Nicaragua. We do not want to
see increased Cuban military presence.
Yet, the war has brought us both.

It has also brought us a draft, in-
creased censorship, and harassment of
the church. And perhaps, most trou-
bling of all to this Member, having
spent 7 years attempting to rebuild
the strength and image of the Central
Intelligence Agency, this war hass
brought down public scorn upon that
great agency. Worse, the Contra war
has so politicized some elements
within the CIA, that the objectivity of
its analytical judgments in this area
are now subject to question.

Mr. Chairman, U.S. policy must seek
to encourage and develop viable politi-
cal processes in Nicaragua that can
ensure popular democracy and a re-
newed economy. The Contras do not
offer us that. All they offer us, or
their fellow Nicaraguans, is a means of
striking back at the Sandinistas.

We must develop a policy for the
region, that does more than lash out
at the Nicaraguans, We must devise a
policy that creates real, but positive,
pressures on them, and we must real-
ize that a commitment solely to force
cannot avoid the further use of force.

What is the solution to the problem
that Nicaragua represents to this
country? This House offered the op-
portunity to the President in the last
Congress on several occasions. At
every turn, we gave the President op-
portunities to slow down this program,
to rethink, to develop additional alter-
natives, to pursue diplomatic means.
The cutoff, in funding the Contras,
gave him the opportunity to restruc-
ture support for democratic forces in
the region.

Yet, the proposal before us today,
differs little from the failed policies of
the last 3 years. Instead of demanding
that the Sandinistas cry “uncle,” now
we are giving them 60 days—or else.

I want to support the President and
his foreign policy initiatives in Central
America, and I must say I have in the
past. I want U.S, policy to be effective
and enlightened for that region. I
would like to see successful completion
of the Contadora process, a disarma-
ment of the Central American nations,
and a revitalization of their economies.
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But, I cannot see in the proposal
before us a way toward any of those
goals. I oppose this resolution.

Mr. Chairman, let us realize one
thing about this debate and about the
proposal to keep funding the Con-
tras—whether we give them guns or
not. This is not a way out of the prob-
lems which beset U.S. interests in the
region, this is not a way to achieve a
better Nicaragua. This is a way into a
morass, into a commitment that can
only lead to a deepening of civil war in
Nicaragua, and further frustration of
American goals.

Mr. Chairman, this House will have
the opportunity tomorrow to vote on
two particular amendments. There is
an opportunity there to resolve the
problem in a better way than we
would resolve it with this resolution,
and I would hope that the House
would use its best judgment in adopt-
ing that the Hamilton-Barnes amend-
ment which seeks the goals which we
all want in Central America.
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Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BOLAND. I am delighted to
yield to the very distinguished gentle-
man.
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, in ref-
erence to the gentleman's statement
concerning General Gorman’s belief
that $14 million would not suffice in
order to overthrow the Government of
Nicaragua, is the gentleman aware

that also General Gorman supported

increased funding to the Contras and
that General Gorman felt that aid to
the Contras was an integral and most
vital part of the pressures that we
need to exert on the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment in order that they may install
the democratic institutions which they
promised to the Nicaraguan people?

Mr. BOLAND. I am glad the gentle-
man raised that question. What the
gentleman says, incidentally, is cor-
rect, but let me say that in the hear-
ings we had with Gen. Paul Gorman, I
hope I am not divulging any classified
information, because it was a state-
ment that he gave to the Intelligence
Committee; that particular hearing
lasted I think almost 3 hours.

Frankly, I have never listened to a
better witness in my life in the long
years I have served in this Congress
than General Gorman. He did indicate
that the $14 million would not be
enough, that there would be addition-
al funding. He knew what the situa-
tion was down there as the command-
er of the Southern Command in
Panama. He was responsible, as the
gentleman knows, for all the intelli-
gence of the area. His operations in-
cluded that and a number of other
things in that area.

During the course of that hearing, 1
was asking myself, what would be the
real question to ask General Gorman?
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What country really is the country
that would give some stability to Cen-
tral America?

I said to my staff, “I think I'll ask
General Gorman what his judgment is
on what country would stabilize Cen-
tral America.”

They said, “No, don't do that. Don't
ask that, because I'm sure—we are
sure that he will probably say Nicara-
gua.n

But as the hearings came to a close,
I thought perhaps it would be a good
time to ask, so I said, “General, how
important is El Salvador to the inter-
ests of the United States in Central
America?"

He said, “Terribly important.”

I asked him, “Would you say that El
Salvador is a linchpin to the stability
of Central America?"

And he said, “Absolutely.”

El Salvador with a population of
almost 5 million people, as the gentle-
man knows, and I know of no one who
is more knowledgeable about the area
than the gentleman who is now on his
feet, El Salvador with 5 million people
has a lot of problems; but this House
dared to have some confidence in the
President of El Salvador, Mr. Duarte,
and gave some military assistance to
that country last year.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. BOLAND. So my feeling is that
we are in the wrong pew in the wrong
church in the wrong area by providing
military assistance to the Contras.

I think that what will be offered to-
morrow by this side can be agreed to
by the membership of this House, that
we can adopt the Hamilton-Barnes
amendment. I think that offers a real
chance for a more successful U.S.
policy in Central America.

All of us on this side and everyone
on that side agrees that Central Amer-
ica is important. The sea lanes of the
Caribbean practically could be con-
trolled by the countries in that area. It
is really the bridge to South America.
We all know it and if we cannot get
stability in Central America, we are
not going to have stability anywhere
in that area. I am conscious of this; so
I have some very deep feelings about
it. I have expressed those deep feelings
in the past.

I also want to say that I want to ex-
press my deep appreciation and re-
spect to the Members on both sides
who served on the Intelligence Com-
mittee during the term that I served
as chairman for 7 years; it was a com-
mittee that was run in my judgment in
a nonpartisan manner. There was no
better Member of this Congress than
the distinguished ranking minority
member from Virginia, my friend, Ken
ROBINSON.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Boranp] has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN].

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I believe that the admiration
shared by both sides of the aisle for
the gentleman’s outstanding service as
chairman of the Intelligence Commit-
tee is without question.

I also believe we are voting on an-
other resolution tomorrow, proposed
by our distinguished minority leader,
that I believe would more closely align
with the thinking of General Gorman,
who you mentioned earlier.

I think it is very important when we
quote a general of the distinguished
reputation of General Gorman not
just to say that he said Contra aid was
not enough to overthrow the Sandi-
nista government. It is also important
to add to that that he is in strong sup-
port not only of that aid, but of in-
creased amounts of aid.

I think if asked, he would say that
the linchpin, El Salvador, cannot sur-
vive very long if we enact the Barnes-
Hamilton amendment tomorrow,
unless we allow some kind of humani-
tarian aid to be given to the Contras
along with a cease-fire, along with me-
diation by the bishops, and most of
which I believe that we are in agree-
ment with.

The tragedy I think of what is going
on now is that we are voting on what
is obviously a moot point, that is the
resolution that is before us, instead of
getting to whether we adopt the Ham-
ilton-Barnes amendment or the Michel
amendment, which is really what this
debate should be all about.

But please make no mistake about
the admiration and respect all of us
have for the services of the gentleman
from Massachusetts as chairman.

Mr. BOLAND. I thank the gentle-
man.,

Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. Chairman,
I yield 5 minutes to the ranking
member of the Select Committee on
Intelligence, the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. Stomrl.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, the
President’s plan is clear, specific, and
designed for success in Central Amer-
ica.

The President has asked both the
Sandinista government and the Nica-
raguan resistance to lay down their
arms and to accept church-mediated
talks on internationally supervised
elections and on ending repression of
the church, the press, and individual
rights. The President also has asked
the Congress to release the $14 million
it conditionally appropriated for aid to
the Nicaraguan resistance.

The President has pledged that,
during the period that the cease-fire
offer is on the table, the released
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funds will be used solely for humani-
tarian support to the Nicaraguan re-
sistance groups, which specifically ex-
cludes arms and munitions.

The President’s plan combines the
key elements of a successful policy.
The cease-fire stops the bloodshed in
Nicaragua. Mediation by the church
ensures that the mediators will have
the trust and confidence of the people
of Nicaragua.

The Governments of Honduras,
Costa Rica, and El Salvador have en-
dorsed the President's plan. On April
12, President Suazo of Honduras in-
formed a House Intelligence Commit-
tee delegation that his country sup-
ports the President’s plan, especially
since it goes hand in hand with the
Contadora process.

On April 13, Acting President Arauz
and Foreign Minister Gutierrez of
Costa Rica told the committee delega-
tion that Costa Rica supports the
President’s initiative.

In addition to Honduras and Costa
Rica, El Salvador has expressed its
support for the President’s plan. Presi-
dent Duarte recently wrote to Presi-
dent Reagan, stating in part:

Your initiative and approach have my
complete support and I strongly urge all of
the friends of Central America in your Con-
gress to give it their full backing. It is the
right step at the right time in our quest for
peace and democracy in this region.

‘We remain concerned, as we have been for
some time, by the continuing flow of sup-
plies and munitions from Nicaragua to Gue-
rilla forces here in El Salvador which are
fighting against my government and our
programs of reform, democracy, reconcilia-
tion, and peace.

Mr. Chairman, our friends and allies
who are most directly affected, sup-
port the Reagan plan for peace. The
plan is a carefully balanced approach
to a difficult situation and every ele-
ment in the plan is critical to its suc-
cess, including the release of the $14
million for the Nicaraguan resistance.
Congress must do its part to give a just
peace a chance by supporting the
President’s plan and releasing the
funds.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan [(Mr. BoNioRr]l.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, this is an issue which the
House has debated extensively in the
past. It is an issue on which the House
has acted repeatedly, with conviction
and courage. Today, the American
people are once again looking to this
body for decisive leadership.

The current administration’s policy
of financing, organizing, training, and
arming counterrevolutionaries fight-
ing to overthrow the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment is leading this Nation into a
widening war in Central America. This
is a policy that is illegal, unjust, and
does not have the support of the vast
majority of the people of this Nation.
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Today, we debate far more than
whether the United States should pro-
vide an additional $14 million to the
Contras. We face, instead, the larger
question of whether the United States
will continue to seek an ever-increas-
ing military role in the region.

A recent New York Times article
clearly documents that the adminis-
tration views this $14 million as part
of an effort to expand the U.S.-sup-
ported guerrilla forces to a 35,000-
member army. This enlarged army will
require substantially increased U.S.
funding of at least $100 million per
year. Even more disturbing, the ad-
ministration sees aid to the Contras as
part of a policy which considers the
“direct application of U.S. military
force” as an “eventual option.”

Mr. C , Americans do not
shrink from battle when the cause is
just. Around the globe, there are
places of honor, where Americans
have fought bravely for the values we
hold. There are ever-present remind-
ers of the wars we have won when
principle was on our side. But our
policy in Central America today has
confounded those values, and clouded
those principles.

‘We are asked to embrace as freedom
fighters paramilitary forces who burn
homes, and destroy crops, who
murder, torture, rape, and kidnap in-
nocent civilians.

We are asked to accept as spiritual
descendents of our Founding Fathers,
a counterrevolutionary army in which
46 out of 48 leaders in the command
structure—including the entire general
staff, 5 out of 6 regional commanders,
and all 30 task force commanders— are
former members of Anastasio Somo-
za’s National Guard. This is the same
national guard that, during 1978, its
last year in power, was condemned by
the OAS for its “numerous artrocities"
including “mass murders of minors
E.n.d_ summary executions of civilians

We are asked to endorse a policy
which is so out of control that, in
order to rein in the very forces we are
supporting, the CIA published and dis-
tributed its infamous special oper-
ations manual giving instructions for
hired assassins, and sanctioning nu-
merous violations of the laws of war.

We are asked to resume funding for
a policy that has encouraged state-
sponsored terrorism in the mining of
Nicaragua’s harbors; a policy that this
administration has refused to defend
before the World Court; a policy that
has undercut not only our own stand-
ing in the international community,
but the very foundation of interna-
tional law itself.

This policy is neither just nor justifi-
able. In the past 2 years, we have
watched its architects fumble for a ra-
tionale. First we were told, the goal
was to interdict arms, then, to pres-
sure the Nicaraguans toward internal
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reforms, and now we are told that we
will not be satisfied until the Nicara-
guan Government says ‘“uncle.”

Lacking a foundation in principle,
law or reason, the administration has
recently tried to use the prestige of
others to cloak its own weakness. We
were told by the White House that
President Betancur of Colombia, a
leader of the Contadora peace process,
had endorsed U.S. policy. We were told
this, until President Betancur himself
came forth to repudiate directly any
renewed aid to the Contras as “inter-
vention in the internal affairs of the
continent.”

Next, we were told Pope John Paul
II endorses U.S. policy in Central
America. We were told this, until the
Vatican, too, came forth to state that
the church does not favor increased
military aid to the region. Indeed,
Archbishop John O’Connor, speaking
for the U.S. Catholic Conference, has
warned that military aid to the forces
seeking to overthrow the Government
of Nicaragua “* * * undermines the
moral standing of the U.S. in the
world community.”

Finally, in & move that can only be
interpreted as a sign of profound des-
peration, the administration has
turned its attacks on those who oppose
its policy. It has accused its critics of
being tools of foreign governments,
and it has called upon the FBI to in-
vestigate U.S. citizens who dare to see
for themselves the full force of our
policy in Central America.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the Presi-
dent was correct in invoking the spirit
of our Founding Fathers in this most
important debate. For that spirit is
very much alive in this country today.
It has been kept alive by a peopie who
remember that our Founding Fathers
fought for a government of laws, for
human dignity, and for the sovereign-
ty of nations, And, I am proud to say,
that spirit had also been kept alive by
this House, which over the past 2
years has voted time and time again to
end a policy which so cynically betrays
these principles. I hope the Members
of this body will keep that spirit in
mind today, and vote no further fund-
ing for the Contras.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
yields back 3 minutes.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN of California. I hope
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Bonior] will respond in a colloguy,
particularly about the figures he
stated earlier concerning the Somoza
leadership within the resistance
forces, the democratic resistance
forces.
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I was there in their main logistical
headquarters somewhere near the
border of Honduras, and so was a dis-
tinguished Member on your side of the
aisle who iz a foreign affairs subcom-
mittee chairman, the distinguished
gentleman from New York, Mr. StE-
PHEN SorLArz. He was there 3 weeks
before the gentleman from Minnesota,
Mr. VIn WEBER, and I visited the head-
quarters 3 weeks ago.

I have a list put in my hands by the
resistance commanders of whom you
spoke, giving Mr. WEBER and me each
one of the 56 regional commanders’
names and their background by pro-
fession. There is 1 former university
student, 1 medical student, 1 evangeli-
cal pastor, 1 radio technician, 12 cam-
pesinos, that is peasant commanders,
27 Sandinistas who feel that their rev-
olution was betrayed, and only 13
members of the former Somoza Guar-
dia Nationale.

Of those 13 former Guardia mem-
bers there are 5 former first lieuten-
ants, 3 former second lieutenants, 2
sergeants, 2 privates, and Comman-
dante Michael Lima who was a 19-
year-old student in the military acade-
my in Managua in July of 1979 when
No. 1 hero Eden Pastora led the victo-
rious revolutionary forces into Mana-
gua, driving out the Somoza Guardia.

There is not a single former captain
or major or colonel in the command
structure of the resistance left over
from the Somoza Guard.

Enrique Bermudez, commander of
the FDN forces in the north of Nicara-
gua, as you well know, was in this city,
Washington, DC, as the military atta-
ché assigned to the Nicaraguan Em-
bassy. He was here because he was an
enemy of Somoza, and Somoza had
virtually banished him by sending him
up to Washington, DC, for over a 3-
year period.

I do not know what wall you plucked
your figures off. I am sure you honor-
ably believe they are correct. But they
are just not the facts.

Since the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Sorarz] also visited this com-
mand headquarters and was intro-
duced, the first Member of this body
so introduced, to a little girl whose
throat had been severely scarred by
Sandinista soldiers. In that same com-
mand headquarters with the gentle-
man from Minnesota, Mr. Vin WEBER,
we were introduced to a little 10-year-
old girl and her mother. The younger
brother had been killed and the little
girl had been shot in her arm by San-
dinistas. Why? Because they were at a
prayer meeting. If we are going to
trade atrocity for atrocity in this
Chamber we at least should first make
statements as clear and as straightfor-
ward as the honorable gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. BorLanp]l made.
Then we can deal with these fraudu-
lent and bloated figures about former
Somosistas. I do not know where you
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are getting these figures unless it is
from the disinformation campaign
that the Sandinistas have beat us over
the head with on this Hill for over 3

years.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. I thank
the gentleman for yielding. The fig-
ures were obtained from the arms con-
trol and foreign policy caucus of the
U.S. Congress, of which we have Mem-
bers of both parties, headed by the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
McHucH] and the vice chairman is
Senator MATHIAS.

Mr. DORNAN of California. I am a
member of the official House Subcom-
mittee on Arms Control and Interna-
tional Security, but not of that caucus
he mentions. We have had no figures
like these ever come before our Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs that so
grossly twist the truth. A 180° twist. I
can gladly make available to the
Member, as I have done to every
member on the Western Hemisphere
Subcommittee, every single one of
these resistance commanders’ names,
which I am sure puts them in jeop-
ardy. But they were willing to let me
bring this command structure list up
here to the Congress, and they said,
“No, we do not want you to keep the
list secret. We know that it jeopardizes
our lives, but we are out there in the
hills fighting anyway. We are more
jeopardized, our cause is more jeopard-
ized, by the disinformation lies that
come out of Managua orchestrated by
Cuba and the East Germans.”
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So please, I yield to you to continue.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Well, I
do not think these are lies. I do not
think Senator MaTHIAS or Congress-
man PeTRI would take as gospel what
comes out of FEast Germany or
Havana. I mean this is a part, this is a
report by Members of the U.S. Con-
gress from both parties.

The gentleman suggested in his
statement earlier that these people
were schoolteachers, ministers, and
other things.

I suggest to you that one can easily
have two vocations. One can certainly
be a laborer, one can certainly be a
camposino but one can also be a
former member of the guard and have
participated in the atrocities that I al-
luded to that the OAS condemned
them for,

Mr. DORNAN of California. My
friends, any one of these resistance
leaders would be made available to us
for questioning, if we would give them
a month’s notice before our trip they
would bring these men out of the field,
it takes up to a month to cycle into
combat areas by foot, to come up to
these camps in Honduras to meet with
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Congressmen because the resistance
fighters now realize that they are
losing severely a propaganda war. I am
sorry for using a harsh indictment but
it is true so I must. We are witnessing
the Joseph Goebbels technique of the
big lie, the massive big lie, the unre-
lenting 180° twisting of truth stated
over and over and over and over again.
You find naive nuns going down to
Managua on the so-called revolution-
ary tourist trips. The nuns and naive
ministers and naive priests return here
and spread these Marxist lies. We've
had 4 years of this baloney so of
course you are going to get Members
of Congress accepting figures off the
wall and putting them into semioffi-
cial reports. I just believe that there
are real figures and our embassies
have them and deserve to be trusted.
We should at least try to participate in
this debate on the high level of dis-
agreement that Mr. BoLanD started it
off.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I want to ap-
plaud the gentleman from California
[Mr. DorNaN] on his statement be-
cause actually every time that we have
ever made an attempt to confirm these
alleged atrocities on behalf of the
Contras, we strike out. Let me not
refer to us; let me refer to an unbiased
source: Two missionaries, experienced
young missionaries, one Wesley Smith,
a 23-year-old senior studying interna-
tional relations at Brigham Young
University who served as a missionary
to Spanish speaking people in Argenti-
na and Arizona and Richard Rygg, a
28-year-old receiving his MBA from
Pennsylvania State University in the
year 1985.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
DorNAN] has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes additional to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield

further to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. Mr. Rygeg served
as a missionary in Nicaragua and in
Costa Rica and Honduras in 1977 to
1979. They went down between De-
cember and January just a few months
ago to Nicaragua and they interviewed
hundreds of people. These are
Mormon missionaries who went down
there and interviewed hundreds of
people throughout the countryside in
Nicaragua.

They found absolutely no evidence
of systematic abuses conducted by the
Contras from the people they inter-
viewed, no accusations were received
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which spoke of Contra forces inten-
tionally killing, torturing or raping ci-
vilians or Sandinista war prisoners. In
fact, they found almost the opposite
was true. Of those Nicaraguans who
spoke .of civilians being killed, nearly
all mentioned that only the Sandinis-
tas were participating in such activi-
ties, indiscriminate bombing, shooting,
torture, and so on.

And of the abuses that they allege
against the Sandinistas which is docu-
mented in a 30-page report ad nause-
am and with some degree of distaste I
might add, there were allegations, doc-
umented by Nicaragua citizens of
forced recruitment of Nicaraguan
youth by the Sandinista military, reli-
gious persecution, indiscriminate shell-
ing of villages, mistreatment of prison-
ers, forced voluntarism in the co-op
system which is forced labor, and re-
pression of the opposition. That is an
authoritative well-documented report.
I think it really does much to negate a
lot of the statements that the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. BoNior] has
made.

Mr. DORNAN of California. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr, McCAIN, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be a
serious mistake if we allow this debate
to degenerate into who has perpetrat-
ed the most atrocities because the
tragedy of civil war is that there are
atrocities committed on both sides.

I would submit to the gentleman
from Michigan that I would like to see
him recheck his facts as to the leader-
ship of these freedom fighters in Nica-
ragua because I think it is a very im-
portant part of this debate.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
not to get into a debate as to who has
perpetrated the most atrocities be-
cause that would put us into an end-
less dialog which is based on a differ-
ence of opinion.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. I appreci-
ate my colleague yielding.

Frankly I would strongly endorse
the comments of the gentleman from
Arizona. I present my facts quite as
colorfully as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DornaN] but I submit for
the record the following, a list of 56 of
the most prominent Nicaraguans from
all walks who in 1979 worked with the
Sandinistas to overthrow Somoza,
showing the present situation of each
person. Twenty-seven of those are cur-
rently in exile, 23 inside Nicaragua are
opposing the FSLN. There are six who
remain within that government move-
ment. The fact is that there has been
a significant shift among those who
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originally opposed Somoza and sup-
ported the Sandinistas.

Following that is a list of some of
the prominent or senior members of
the FSLN who are now calling for its
removal from power.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that for the
RECORD:

‘WHERE ARE THEY Now?

The following is a list of 56 of the most
prominent Nicaraguans who in 1979 worked
with the Sandinistas [FSLN] to overthrow
Somoza, showing the present situation of
each person.
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Eden Pastora; Leonel Poveda; Jorge Alaniz;
Donald Costello-Rivas; Alfredo Cesar; and
Harold Martinez.

Mr, DORNAN of California. I thank
the gentleman. I do not know what
part of my remarks he finds too color-
ful but the Joseph Goebbels big lie
technique has prevailed in this coun-
try for 4 years. There was a network of
disinformation orchestrated by the
country called Nicaragua. Those nine
commandantes owe their allegiance to
Leninist philosphy, not the truth.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Bonior] to respond to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. I just
want to respond briefly: There is no
question that some of the political
leadership of the Contras, Mr. Robelo,
Mr. Cruz, Mr. Colero, obviously were
not members of Somoza’s National
Guard. They made a break with
Somoza, I acknowledge that.

The question is are these facts right?
They are. The military leadership of
the Contras are former National
Guardsmen. There can be no dispute
about that.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida.

Mr. GIBBONS. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I take the floor only
to ask a question of Mr., MicHEL, the
author of House Joint Resolution 239.

Mr. MicHEL, I am disturbed by just
the pure wording of the resolution and
I want to ask the gentleman what his
interpretation of this is. It says “that
the Congress approves the obligation
and expenditure of funds available for
fiscal year 1985 for supporting directly
or indirectly military or paramilitary
operations in Nicaragusa.” Now, Mr.
MicHEL, let me ask the gentleman:
First of all, are we declaring war on
Nicaragua?

Mr. MICHEL. Well, of course not.
And the gentleman, if he will just
refer to my earlier remarks when I
said I was obliged to introduce it in
this form as a result of the continuing
resolution. Had I my own volition this
morning, it would have been other
words. But we were obliged to do it
this way. No matter who would have
made it.

Mr. GIBBONS. I want to make it
clear: You are not giving to the Presi-
dent any power or authority to
commit American troops?

Mr. MICHEL. Of course not.

Mr. GIBBONS. T'o combat in Nicara-
gua?

Mr. MICHEL. That is the furthest
thing that any leadership meeting
which I have attended with the Presi-
dent; he has never ever talked about
infusion of military forces on our part
in that area.
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Mr. GIBBONS. I want to make it
clear. I am not accusing the gentleman
of doing that. I am just trying to es-
tablish the clear, unequivocal history
of this language.

O 1200

I do not want somebody coming back
here a few years from now and saying,
“Oh, this is what Mr. MicHEL intend-
ﬁ.l’

Mr. MICHEL. I understand that.
And, as a matter of fact, that is why,
in prefacing the debate, I made it very
clear that this was the strictured kind
of tightly structured rules under
which I had to frame the resolution.
As I said, had I my druthers, it would
have certainly taken a different form
that would have been consistent with
what the President has been talking
about to implement the San Jose
agreement in Costa Rica.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Gis-
BOoNs] has expired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. GIBBONS. I see Mr. BrooM-
FIELD, Mr. McDape, and Mr. StUmMP
here on the floor. Do all of you agree
with the statement that is made by
Mr. MiceEL, the principal sponsor of
this resolution, that, one, this is not a
declaration of war and, two, it does not
give the President the authority to in-
troduce U.S. military forces into Nica-
ragua? Is that your interpretation of
this resolution?

Mr. BROOMFIELD, That is my in-
terpretation.

Mr. GIBBONS. And yours,
StoMP?

Mr. STUMP. 1 concur completely.

Mr.

Mr. GIBBONS. And yours, Mr.
McDADE?

Mr. MICHEL. He is not on the floor.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIBBONS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. With all
due respect to our colleagues, their in-
terpretations are of little value be-
cause what it does is in fact give the
President the authority either directly
or indirectly for military or paramili-
tary operations in Nicaragua. That is
what the law would say, that is what
the resolution would say if passed. I
assume that is why the House and the
Senate and the American people have
found it to be so disagreeable, because
it may only allow a little $14 million
war, but nevertheless it allows that
war either directly or indirectly by the
U.S. Government.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN].

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the President recent-
ly referred to the Contras as the moral
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equivalent of our Founding Fathers—
this comparison may have moved
many Americans who venerate George
Washington, Ben Franklin, Thomas
Jefferson, and their cohorts who
risked everything to found our Nation.

But those of us who honor our own
Founding Fathers will find it difficult
to reckon their high-minded ideals
with the barbaric tactics of the Con-
tras in Nicaragua.

The April 29 issue of Newsweek
shows in graphic detail a Sandinista
prisoner digging his own grave, then
lying down in it as one of these so-
called freedom fighters sticks a knife
through his throat. Another purport-
ed Founding Father then stabs the
Sandinista collaborator in the stomach
and leaves him to bleed to death.

During a recent visit to Nicaragua I
met a woman whose young daughter
was gunned down by one of these
Contra freedom fighters as she walked
up a hill to teach in a rural school.

Reckoning the finest traditions and
the noblest heroes of the American
Nation will not enhance the image of
terrorism which now characterizes the
Contra effort. This loose language by
the administration serves only to be-
smirch the memory of our own noble
patriots. Profaning that memory
cannot legitimize or enhance the
bloody tactics which the administra-
tion’s policy in Nicaragua would have
us endorse and finance with American
dollars.

The spectacle of American foreign
policy supporting the Contras and in-
flicting grievous damage on the lives
of poor and helpless people produces
reactions by millions around the world
detrimental to the image we would
like them to hold of this country.

As the President's characterization
of the Contras falls so far from the
facts, so also do his statements con-
cerning the realities of Nicaraguan life
and the image of our country in the
minds of Nicaraguans.

The United States has invaded Nica-
ragua three times in this century. We
had troops stationed in this tiny, im-
poverished country for 21 years, from
1912 to 1933. Our foreign policy was
not impelled by any evangelical fervor
for the spread of democracy—we were
determined to protect American com-
panies doing business in Nicaragua
and to guarantee that any government
in that country would be our client.
We presided over the installation of
the Somoza family into power and the
United States nurtured that family's
corrupt takeover of the economy of
Nicaragua. We turned a blind eye to
the degrading poverty in Nicaragua so
long as our companies and diplomats
were welcomed.

Is it any wonder that we are now
reaping the bitter harvest of a century
of foreign policy decisions in Central
America which stifled any nationalis-
tic aspirations or any hope of breaking
the chains of poverty?
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In February I traveled to Managua
and met in Managua with a peasant
woman, standing barefoot, in a dirt
street in a barrio in that city, and I
asked her: “Is life different or better
since the Somozans are out of power
and the Sandinistas are in power?”
She said: “It is better. We have elec-
tricity, our children are in school, they
have been immunized.” She said the
prices of milk were going up and she
conceded that was a worry, but there
were not the same reports of corrup-
tion in the government of the Sandi-
nistas that she had heard of the gov-
ernment under Somoza.

The Contras in Nicaragua have a
long road to travel before they can win
the hearts and minds of people like
this peasant woman.

I harbor no delusions about the San-
dinistas. I left their country with
grave concerns over their treatment of
the Catholic Church, press censorship,
the militarization of their nation and
their treatment of the Miskito Indi-
ans. But despite these obvious failings,
by any objective, democratic standard,
the Sandinistas still have a soclety
where the private business community
can meet openly and criticize their
government; where the Catholic
Church, despite harassment, can pub-
lish pastoral letters encouraging Nica-
raguans to defy the draft; and where a
principal newspaper in Managua can
accept financial aid from the United
States and continue to publish articles
critical of the Sandinistas. If the San-
dinistas do not fit easily into any
democratic mold, neither do they con-
form with any image of a totalitarian
Communist state. The real question is
how the United States can force the
Sandinistas closer to our democratic
values. Lending our financial support
to the Contra effort which is doomed
to fail does not serve our strategic or
national goals. We must push forward
with a regional response, working with
our allies to bring stability to Central
America and seek nonmilitary meth-
ods to encourage and force change in
the Sandinistas government.

I left Nicaragua realizing that our
challenge there is substantial, it is
clear that our present policy only
serves to drive the Sandinistas closer
to the Soviets and Cubans.

We continue to assess the Nicaragua
situation in terms of preconceived,
fixed notions while ignoring any con-
trary signs. No experience of the fail-
ure of our policy can shake our belief
in its essential value.

I am troubled by our role in Nicara-
gua and the smell of the swamp we are
getting into.

Denying the sovereignty of Nicara-
gua, investing our Nation’s resources
in prolonging the death and suffering
in that nation, escalating our military
role in the region are the key elements
in this hopeless enterprise.
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The House of Representatives by de-
nying the President’s request for $14
million in aid to the Nicaraguan Con-
tras does not endorse the Sandinistas.
But by our actions today we make it
clear that we are not so woodenheaded
as to deny our history or so savage as
to follow a policy which will leave the
blood of innocents on our hands.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. It is my understanding
that your statement is that we wish to
encourage change through regional ac-
tivity; is that correct?

Mr. DURBIN. That is correct.

Mr. McCAIN. Would the gentleman
be a little bit more specific as to what
form these actions might take?

Mr. DURBIN. I will use two specific
examples. I recently had an opportuni-
ty to reread the history of the Cuban
missile crisis. The Kennedy adminis-
tration, before embarking on their
policy, vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and
Cuba, initially made contact with the
OAS, to make certain that we had the
regional support of our allies in the ac-
tivities we were undertaking. I think
that is an essential element and one
that this administration has ignored.

Second, I believe that we should
invest more of our political capital in
the Contadora process. We have all
heard the President of Mexico come
before this House and ask the United
States to stop militarizing the conflict
in Central America. If we are con-
cerned about the spread of commu-
nism into Texas or the southern
United States, certainly the Mexicans
must share that concern. I think we
should invest our capital into support-
ing the Contadora process for our stra-
tegic purposes and our strategic securi-
ty.

Mr. McCAIN. If the gentleman
would yield further, I believe that this
administration and all of us here
strongly are supportive of the Conta-
dora process, as has been displayed,
and I would hope that we would con-
tinue in that effort, too.

Mr. DURBIN. If I might reclaim my
time for just a second, the conversa-
tions which I had with the Mexican
Government during that trip, as well
as the people in our Embassy, really
betrayed the statement which the gen-
tleman just made. There was an open
skepticism that anything would come
of the Contadora process from our
Embassy officials in that part of the
world. That kind of a cynical attitude
suggests to me that we really have not
told the countries in that region that
we are prepared to stand by any re-
gional pact.

Mr. McCAIN. If the gentleman will
yvield for just one more question, does
the gentleman believe that an impor-
tant part of this settlement should be
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a dialog between the government and
the Contras or freedom fighters?

Mr. DURBIN. Yes, I do.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. DURBIN. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. LAGOMARSINO], &
member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, the security of the United States
depends on our ability to counter the
spread of Marxist-Leninist regimes,
whether in Cambodia—14,000 miles
away, in Afghanistan—10,000 miles
away, or in Nicaragua—900 miles
away.

Our security also depends on our
ability to assure our allies that our
commitment to their security is just as
strong as to our own, whether to the
ASEAN nations, to NATO or to the
Organization of American States.

For those who look at the threat
represented by Nicaragua and state
they are worried about involving U.S.
troops in another Vietnam or who say
they are concerned about human
rights, then the most appropriate
action is to support the President’'s
proposal.

If we do not support the Contras
with American funding now in their
opposition to the Sandinista regime
then we may well have to use Ameri-
can manpower later to stop the spread
of Marxist-Leninist regimes in this
hemisphere.

As a recent Washington Post com-
mentary explains: Even the Mig scare
last November demonstrates that—

Nothing is more likely to force American
military intervention than the consolidation
of an aggressive, highly militarized, pro-
Soviet regime in the area. The Contras want
to do their own fighting. Cut them off and
the only body in the hemisphere able to re-
strain the Sandinistas will be the U.S.
Army.

If the concern is truly for respect for
human rights, then we must vigorous-
ly oppose a system, as represented by
the Sandinista regime in Nicaragua,
whose sole means of survival is the im-
plementation of a policy that institu-
tionalizes the repression of human
rights.

For those who now say we should
accept the promises of the Sandinista
regime for their latest peace proposal,
we need only remember the promises
of the Sandinistas to the OAS in 1979
to doubt their sincerity once again.

Migual Bolanos is a former Sandi-
nista intelligence official who has de-
scribed the Sandinista view of negotia-
tions:

We wanted dialogue. The strategy is that
we are willlng to dialogue to allow more
time for clandestine operation. Especially
with the U.S. with dialogue there iz more
political space that is advantageous to Nica-
ragua. , . . But dialogue is more a political
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tool than anything else; you can use it as a

cover.

The Sandinistas use whatever tactics
they believe will serve their own politi-
cal or propaganda purposes. Their in-
vitation to visit military installations
in their country to confirm they are
not intended for offensive use was a
pure propaganda ploy. As Congress-
man Mixke DEWINE and I, and several
others who have visited Nicaragua,
can attest to, the Sandinistas refused
to let us visit their military bases.
That is one more example of the insin-
cerity of the Sandinista motives.

Last week, our Subcommittee on
Western Hemisphere Affairs held a
series of hearings on U.S. support for
the Contras. A long list of witnesses
testified at length on both sides of the
issue. In spite of the deep divisions
among the witnesses and the members
of the subcommittee on support for
the Contras, one general conclusion
was apparent from those hearings.
Almost everyone agreed the Sandinis-
tas are repressive, have exported revo-
lution, and that something must be
done about them Adm. Stansfield
Turner agreed in his testimony saying:

I am not supporting the Sandinistas, sir. I

think they are terrible. It is how to get rid
of them.

As Dr. John Silber, president of
Boston University and a Democrat
who served on the National Bipartisan
Commission on Central America told
us last week:

The island of Cuba has become & massive
Soviet forward base from which revolution
is exported to Central America . . . [is] the
United States ... prepared to tolerate in
our hemisphere the consolidation of a
second Soviet satellite[?].

Jean Francois Revel, the distin-
guished French political commentator,
recently wrote “Can the Democracies
survive?” In his commentary he de-
scribes a Soviet official’s statement to
a cabinet minister under former
French President Giscard D’Estaing.
The Soviet official said:

We took Angola and you did not protest.
We even saw that you could have beaten us
in Angola—the Government was on our side,
but it was within an ace of giving up—and
that you did nothing to win; on the con-
trary. And when, to save ourselves, we sent
in 30,000 Cuban soldiers, Ambassador
Andrew Young, a member of the American
Cabinet, said it was a positive step and an
element of stability. All right, we noted the
fact and included it in our analyses. Then
we took Mozambique. Forget it, you don't
even know where it is, Then we took Ethio-
pia, & key move. There again we noted that
you could have replied via Somalia or Eri-
trea or both. No reply. We noted that and
put it into our analyses. Then we took Aden
and set up a powerful Soviet base there.
Aden! On the Arabian peninsula! In the
heart of your supply center! No response. So
we noted: We can take Aden.

You can add to the list by including
Nicaragua and Afghanistan.
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Revel also describes the irony that
“democratic civilization is the first in
history to blame itself because an-
other power is working to destroy it.”
That fits into the “blame America
first” school of thought. Revel goes on
to say:

Not only do the democracies today blame
themselves for sins they have not commit-
ted, they have formed the habit of judging
themselves by ideals so inaccessible that the
defendants are automatically guilty. Clearly
a civilization that feels guilty for everything
it is and does and thinks will lack the
energy and conviction to defend itself when
its existence is threatened . . . Strategic ne-
cessity is regarded as justification enough
for a Soviet presence in another country, or
a Soviet alliance with or aid to that country
. . . A democracy, on the other hand, is not
granted the right to defend the vital barri-
cades of its own security unless the demo-
cratic imperative is obeyed . . . Progressive
and even centrist opinion throughout the
world granted North Vietnam “popular” le-
gitimacy on trust, which its history after
1975 did not support, but which its totalitar-
ijan and aggressive behavior even before
19%5 never seemed to diminish.

The lessons of history are clear for
those who study them. Marxist-Lenin-
ist regimes are not isolationist. They
have expanded their power wherever
the opportunity has permitted. The
Sandinista commandante communists
have said they will export their revolu-
tion. Tomas Borge was quoted in the
September 1983 Playboy in answer to
a question about the domino theory.
He said, “that is one historical prophe-
cy of Ronald Reagan's that is abso-
lutely true.”

Again, as John Silber told our sub-
committee:

Totalitarians do not stop; they must be
stopped.

As he added—

All historical experience suggests that
hopes of a merely diplomatic solution to the
crisis posed by the Sandinistas are almost
certain to be disappointed. The only solu-
tion likely to come from diplomacy unsup-
ported by intensive pressure is the sort
reached at Munich in 1938. Diplomacy is a
complement to, not a substitute for, the
measured application of geopolitical pres-
sure.

As Congressman Mige DEWINE and
I were told when we were in Nicaragua
last month, the only way to prevent
the Sandinista Communists from con-
solidating total control over their
country and enabling them to export
their revolution is to keep the pressure
on them. The way to keep that pres-
sure on them is to continue to support
the Contras. It is only through that
kind of pressure that you can expect
meaningful negotiations with the San-
dinista. Democratic opposition groups
told us they had been public enemy
No. 1. Now they are No. 2. The Con-
tras are now public enemy No. 1. But
they, the pluralistic groups, will
again be No. 1. If the Contras disap-
pear, many of the groups said we
should support the freedom fighters.
Even those who did not, said they
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would be in serious trouble if the Con-
tras cease to be.

The security of the United States
cannot wait until we have to fight at
our own borders. We must stop the
threat now. I urge my colleagues to
support the President’s proposal to aid
the Contras and thereby protect our
own national security.
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Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. KEMP. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, in listening to my col-
league read that quotation, from
whom did it emanate?

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. John Fran-
cois Revel.

Mr. KEMP. In his book, “Why De-
mocracies Perish.”

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. It was a quote
from “Can a Democracy Survive?”

Mr. KEMP. I was thinking how eerie
it was to hear that comment. I do not
think a lot of folks were listening, but
how strangely reminiscent it was of
the 1930’s. This is the 40th anniversa-
ry of the liberation of Europe and the
end of World War II. One could go
back to the thirties and recall that
some of the countries alluded to by
the gentleman in the quotation from
Revel’s book, “Why Democracies
Perish.”

In 1935, when the Nazis were violat-
ing the Versailles Treaty and the Fas-
cist Italian Government of Mussolini
was invading Abyssinia, the argument
was made that the West need not
worry, Abyssinia was too far away and
besides it does not affect us what an
error to let Hitler and Mussolini think
we didn't care. This is the 40th anni-
versary of the liberation of Europe,
but it’s the 50th anniversary of the
passage by Congress of the Neutrality
Act.

One of the previous speakers said
that, “A vote against the aid to Con-
tras would not be an endorsement of

the Sandinistas.” I agree, but let me
tell you what it would be, it would be
an act of neutrality as to what will be
the final outcome in this hemisphere
of the struggle going on not only in
the Isthmus of Central America, but
in the eastern Caribbean between free-
dom and communism. It seems to me
the gentleman’s statement is right on
target when reminding us that we
must learn a basic lesson of history.
That is that weakness is provacative
and that we can’t turn our back and
declare our neutrality about what hap-
pens in Central America. Neutrality
and isolationism is going to affect
every other country in that region of
the world, and ultimately the whole
hemisphere in an adverse way detri-
mental to freedom, peace and democ-
racy.
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I compliment my friend from Cali-
fornia for his remarks, and I particu-
larly appreciate his allusion to the his-
torical significance of what failures
the West made in Africa and the third
world in the seventies. I wanted to rise
and not only compliment the gentle-
man, but to suggest that I had the
eerie feeling that I was living through
another repeat of some of the same
mistakes of the thirties as well.

Let me say that I support this reso-
lution because I believe it is morally
right for the United States to help
people who are fighting for democra-
cy.

As Charles Krauthammer has writ-
ten:

The great moral dilemmas of American
foreign policy arise when the pursuit of se-
curity and the pursuit of democracy clash.
“Contra” aid is not such a case.

We have vital strategic interests in
maintaining the security and stability
of Central America. And we have a
deep and abiding interest in seeing de-
mocracy flourish in our own hemi-
sphere. In supporting the resistance in
Nicaragua, we support both our securi-
ty interests and the cause of freedom.

It has been said that there is no man
s0 blind as one who will not see. Simi-
larly, there is no country so powerless
as one that will not act. Managua is
almost precisely the geopolitical
center of our own hemisphere. If we
cannot muster the national will to
help those who would resist commu-
nism here, who beyond our shores can
be confident of our support?

I do not understand how it is that we
can reach a bipartisan consensus on
the need to help El Salvador and
Costa Rica and Honduras and the
other countries of the region defend
themselves, while remaining so divided
on the central question of what to do
about Nicaragua. So long as the Nica-
raguan Government remains free to
continue its weapons buildup and to
promote subversion against its neigh-
bors, the security of all nations in the
region will be threatened. All our ef-
forts to bring peace and democracy to
El Salvador, Honduras, and Costa Rica
will come to naught if we create a
sanctuary next door—guaranteed by
congressional legislation—for those
who bring war and totalitarianism to
El Salvador.

Many opponents of covert aid to
Nicaragua have argued that it is wrong
for us to intervene in the internal af-
fairs of another country. Yet just last
year, we approved $250 million in aid
to the Afghan freedom fighters. Here,
we are arguing over less than one-
tenth that amount for freedom fight-
ers in our own hemisphere.

And we have stood by in anguish
over our inability to help the cause of
solidarity in Poland. Are there any in
this Chamber who would have refused
to help, if we had the means to do so?
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Today, in Nicaragua, a country so
close to our borders, we do have the
power to help. Will this Congress vote
to turn our backs on these people
struggling for their basic human
rights? And if we do turn away, how
will we erase our callousness from our
conscience?

The Sandinistas have rejected every
effort at a negotiated peace:

Earlier this year, the different fac-
tions among the freedom fighters
joined together in a show of unity at
San Jose. In an appeal to end the war,
and to begin to resolve the grievances
that brought Nicaraguans to arms,
they proclaimed a unilateral ceasefire
and called on Daniel Ortega to join in
negotiations for peace. But Ortega re-
jected their overture for peace, just as
he rejected the pleas of the Catholic
bishops last year for negotiations with
the resistance.

This month, when President Reagan
renewed this appeal for negotiated
reconciliation, placing the good faith
and credit of the United States behind
the offer, the Sandinistas impugned
his motives and scormed his appeal,
just as they repudiated their promises
to the OAS to hold free and fair elec-
tions and to respect the rights of the
people of Nicaragua.

We must not reward Sandinista in-
transigence by abandoning the free-
dom fighters.

After the sham elections in Nicara-
gua last year, there are no responsible
internal voices that view the Sandi-
nista government as having any moral
legitimacy. Nicaragua’s most respected
national leaders, who fought with the
revolution—men like Arturo Cruz and
Adolfo Calero, and Eden Pastora—are
the most ardent advocates of the free-
dom fighters’ cause. They know per-
haps better than anyone the great gap
between the promises of the revolu-
tion and the betrayal by the Sandi-
nista regime,

The Catholic bishops, in a display of
courage and leadership, have de-
nounced the abuses of the Sandinista
regime, and have criticized the control
and guidance it is receiving from Cuba.
On Good Friday last year, 100,000
Catholics took to the streets in Mana-
gua, in a demonstration of defiance
against the Sandinista regime. And
their ranks are growing.

It is this resurgence of the spirit of

freedom that our aid to the freedom
fighters helps keep alive. If we with-
draw that support now, we will cer-
tainly demoralize those who have
dﬁ{:d to oppose the ruling dictator-
ship.
I have heard some say that things
are not as bad as they seem, that there
is still a measure of freedom in Nicara-
gua. But we are only 5 years into the
rule of a new totalitarian government,
in a country new to Marxist controls.
And in that short a time, Freedom
House reports that:
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Several thousand Miskito Indians
have been forcibly resettled;

The Catholic Church intimidated;

There are thousands of political
prisoners; many detainees—including
labor leaders—are prisoners of con-
science;

Killing and intimidation occur, espe-
cially in rural areas;

Thousands of disappearances have
been reported;

Foreign travel is restricted;

Internal travel is restricted;

Enterprises and farms are being na-
tionalized;

Newspapers and radio stations are
mostly under Government control;

Private television is not allowed;

La Prensa is under consorship; and

Political opposition is severely re-
stricted; and Government gangs break
up opposition rallies;

Freedom House also reports that
Nicaragua is still freer than Cuba. But
the history of totalitarian regimes has
been tragically consistent: If the free
world looks away, the Sandinista
regime will consolidate its hold over
the country, wiping out what vestiges
of freedom remain and establish an-
other Cuba in Central America.

There is no doubt that the Soviet
Union and Cuba want to see commu-
nism spread further in Central Amer-
ica. The question is, Will the United
States support those people that want
democracy and are willing to fight for
their own freedom?

The great liberal pilosopher John
Stuart Mill believed that the desire for
liberty was an irrepressible human
drive. In this regard, the people of
Nicaragua are no different from the
people of the United States. With this
vote, we will decide whether we will
give them the assistance they need to
establish their democracy, just as
others two centuries ago were gener-
ous and compassionate enough to help
us establish ours.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr, MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank
i:li::le-1 gentleman for ylelding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that at
the end of the debate today we would
come to the end of a long and tortuous
road and end our involvement with
the military actions by the Contras in
Nicaragua.

These are actions that were con-
ceilved because of an absence of a
policy by the Reagan administration,
because they could not conceive of a
policy to deal with the Sandinista gov-
ernment; to deal with what they
viewed our security interests in Latin
America to be. They decided that they
would turn it over to the CIA Agency.
They would allow them to get rid of
this problem.

It is the absence of that policy that
created the quagmire, the death, the

April 23, 1985

violence that we now see in Latin
America. Because when they were
handing the CIA the possibility of put-
ting together a small strike force to
interdict arms, the CIA went to the
Argentinians, procured the best of
those who could train terrorists, hired
them, went to the September 15th Bri-
gade, who had formed after the ouster
of Somoza, and put them together
with American money and American
know-how and created a terrorist orga-
nization that we now know as the Con-
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Those people who were high in the
command of the National Guard con-
tinue to be high in the command of
the Contras. Those people who en-
gaged in the atrocities of Somoza con-
tinue to engage in the atrocities of the
National Guard.

As we have heard on this floor time
and again, as we have debated this
issue, all of the precepts for this policy
have disappeared. They have not
interdicted any arms. They have not
uncovered any massive flow of arms,
personnel or material from Nicaragua
to Salvador, but the forces continue to
grow, and as that rationale evaporat-
ed, as our own Intelligence Committee
started to question the continued
buildup and the absence of results, as
we debated again, as we spent $80 mil-
lion to create this strike force, what
we saw time and again was that we
were creating a proxy force so we
could engage in a war against the
people and the government of Nicara-
gua.

That proxy war has now been in ex-
istence for some 3 years. It has
brought discredit upon this Nation. It
has brought discredit upon this admin-
istration. Hopefully by the vote of this
Congress to end that proxy war, we
will not concur in that operation.

We have said to this administration
time and again that the Congress of
the United States does not agree with
this policy, we believe that it is bank-
rupt, we believe that it is counterpro-
ductive to what even the goals of this
administration says that it desires in
Nicaragua. But somehow, this adminis-
tration has never gotten that message,
s0 they have decided to continue to
prosecute these acts of violence that
are well documented, documented by
church organizations, documented by
independent observers, documented by
nonpolitical observers, the acts of vio-
lence by the Contras as they roam
northern Nicaragua, acts against the
Nicaraguan economy, against the pri-
vate sector, against anybody who can
provide income for that government,
those acts are well documented.

The tragedy is that it was planned
for, it has been paid for, it has been as-
sisted by the United States of Amer-
ica. We hold our hand in hand with
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the Contras. We are responsible for
their actions because we continue to
fund their actions, and apparently
there is no level to the atrocities that
can get us to reconsider our policies.
There apparently is even now some ra-
tional for why we see the person who
was on the pages of Newsweek who
had his throat sliced and his stomach
cut open, that somehow that was justi-
fied because the Sandinistas were in
the area and they would have heard a
shot had he simply been shot, suggest-
ing that that would have been a more
humane way to treat that prisoner.

What we must consider is that this is
a basic policy decision for the Con-
gress of the United States. I am sorry
to see the compromises being offered
both by the Democratic side of the
aisle and by the Republican side of the
aisle, because again we continue to in-
directly be involved in the support of
the Contras.

I would hope that for once this ad-
ministration and this Congress would
truly define what its security interests
are. There is no support in the Con-
gress of the United States for the Nic-
araguan Government receiving ad-
vanced fighters from the Soviet Union
or from Cuba or from Bulgaria or
wherever. There is no support to
seeing offensive weapons coming into
Nicaragua for the purpose of invading
their neighbors. And interestingly
enough, we find that our Pentagon
tells us that it is exactly what we
expect, that the buildup that is taking
place in Nicaragua is in direct response
to the threat by the Contras posed by
the funding of this administration for
their efforts.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
MriLLER] has expired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding this addi-
tional time to me.

Mr. Chairman, we see that they are
outdated tanks, that they could not
survive the Honduran Air Force
should they try to invade Honduras, so
what we see is that once again Presi-
dent Reagan has been a little loose
with the facts, a little loose with the
rhetoric to suggest that, in fact, a mas-
sive buildup is taking place. We find
out, in fact, that according to the Pen-
tagon that the troops strengths in
Nicaragua, El Salvador, Honduras,
Guatemala, and Costa Rica vary very
little between those nations; that
these are not offensive, but that is the
pretext on which we are seeking to
rally the American people behind this
policy.

This administration has never sup-

ported the Contadora process. They
used the Kissinger Commission to un-
dermine the Contadora process to sug-
gest that we had the answer to the
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problem in Latin America, that the
Contadora process had not really
thought it through. When the Conta-
dora process came very close to arriv-
ing at a peace initiative with the San-
dinistas, to be signed by their neigh-
bors, the White House immediately
jumped into that process and prevent-
ed that from going forth.

So, Contadora has been held in a
weakened state by this administration
s0, in fact, the goals of the Contadora
that every Member of this House has
gotten up and expressed support for
have not been allowed to be realized,
have not been allowed to go forward,
and then the suggestion is that the
failure of Contadora justifies the ac-
tions by the Contras. It is morally
bankrupt. It is immoral for us to par-
ticipate in it, and the Congress ought
to get some backbone and understand
what we understood many months
ago: that the policy will not reach the
objectives of a more democratic Nica-
ragua; this policy will not reach the
objectives of a less military Nicaragua,
it will reach all of the opposite of the
concerns Members on both sides of the
aisle have expressed over the years.

I hope that we vote down the Presi-
dent’s request for the $15 million with
a resounding no, and I will express my
concern about the compromises when
those debates arise.
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Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
CHEREY].

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

As a member of the Intelligence
Committee, let me say that we spent a
lot of time on this issue over the last
several days. I am disturbed this morn-
ing by what I see on the floor of the
House as to the amount of misinfor-
mation that has been spread about
with respect to the backgrounds and
qualifications of the men who are the
leaders of the opposition to the Sandi-
nista Communist regime in Nicaragua.
Therefore, I would like to take just a
minute and review, if I may, for the
record, the names of some of those
key individuals, as well as their back-
grounds, so that once and for all we
can put to rest the notion that some-
how the Contra movement is simply a
collection of ex-Somozistas.

Of course, we have to begin with
Adolfo Calero, a lifelong opponent of
Mr. Somoza and commander in chief
of the FDN since December 1983. He
began his political career in the 1950’s
when he joined with Pedro Joaquin
Chamorro, the great hero of the Nica-
raguan revolution. After the fall of
Somoza, Mr. Calero attempted to co-
operate with the Sandinistas in re-
building Nicaragua, but by the end of
1982 he had to flee into exile.
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Indalecio Rodriguez is a doctor of
veterinary medicine, a professor and
president of the University of Central
America inside Nicaragua. He partici-
pated in the anti-Somoza youth move-
ment, was jailed twice in the 1950’'s for
anti-Somoza activities, returned to a
position at the University of Central
America where he remained through-
out the revolution in 1981, and aban-
doned the university and went into
exile to take up the struggle against
the Sandinistas.

Lucia Cardenal Salazar. Mrs. Salazar
is the widow of a prominent Nicara-
guan businessman. Her husband and
she provided refuge for the Sandinista
militants during the revolution. Her
husband was ultimately shot by the
Sandinista state security police. She
fled into exile.

Alfonso Robelo, political coordinator
of ARDE, head of the MDN, trained
as a chemical engineer, director of the
University of Central America in the
early 1970’s, president of the Nicara-
guan Chamber of Commerce. After
the revolution he was one of the five
original members of the junta that
governed Nicaragua under the Sandi-
nistas. He resigned in 1980 over the
Communist tendencies of the FSLN
and complained about the ever grow-
ing Cuban presence.

Fernando “El Negro” Chamorro,
leader of the FRN and commander of
ARDE’s military forces, a prominent
anti-Somoza figure since the 1940's,
participated in numerous military ac-
tions against the dictator, repeatedly
jailed or exiled by Somoza. In 1979 he
fought on the southern front with the
Sandinistas.

Eden Pastora, the legendary Com-
mandante Cero, leader of the FRS,
the Sandinista Revolutionary Front.
He was the Sandinistas’ most popular
hero and a senior official of the Gov-
ernment until he broke with them in
1982 and took arms up against his
former colleagues.

The list is very long, and there is no
doubt that anybody who has taken the
time to study it would find that in fact
the people that are in opposition to
the Sandinista regime, both those
within Nicaragua who were involved in
peaceful opposition as well as armed
resistance, are not ex-Somozistas. The
overwhelming number of them were in
fact opponents of Somoza, and a great
many of them served in the Sandinista
government after 1979. Charges to the
contrary are part of the campaign of
disinformation put forward by the
Sandinista government.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
CHENEY] has expired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER].




8978

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I would suggest, if one
starts at the top of the military com-
mand and works his way down, he will
go some distance before, according to
his own committee, the Intelligence
Committee, before he runs out of
former national guards and starting
with Enrique Bermudez, who is a colo-
nel in the guard and is now the strate-
gic commander for the military ac-
tions in the field. Then he can go
down to the No. 2 person.

I appreciate the political people, and
it is these very people that caused
Eden Pastora such difficulty in linking
up and has caused such difficulty in
trying to get the coalition within the
Contras that the administration has
always sought, because there is recog-
nition that you will never win the
hearts and the minds of the Nicara-
guan people with these very people
leading the military actions.

I would suggest that it is the leader-
ship of these people that is reflected
in the kinds of actions we have seen
taken in the field by the Contras. So
the accusations may not be 100-per-
cent correct.

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
MrirEr] has expired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. So, Mr.
Chairman, my point is that the accu-
sation is not correct. Neither one of
those accusations is in fact correct.

I recognize that many of the people
in the political leadership of the Con-
tras or, if not the Contras, in opposi-
tion to the Sandinistas are people who
were former allies, either during the
revolutionary struggle or afterwards.
But by the same token, let us not sug-
gest to this House that they have
purged the people from the military
leadership and from military involve-
ment within the Contras of all the
guardsmen or officers of the guards-
men. These were not all university stu-
dents at the time of Somoza.

I think we have got to understand
that at the very best we have a mixed
bag, and when we understand again
how this was put together in the very
beginning in 1981 after the finding by
the administration, what is very clear
is that in fact these were people who
left because they were non gratis in
the country because of their involve-
ment with the national guard.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
MirrLEr] has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 3 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wyomins [Mr. CHENEY].

Mr. CHENEY. Chairman, I

thank the gentleman f'or yielding this
additional time to me.
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No one has suggested on our side, I
would remind my friend, the gentle-
man from California, that there are no
individuals in the FDN operation who
were not previously involved in the na-
tional guard. Colonel Bermudez was
indeed involved in the national guard,
but at the time of the revolution he
was the attaché of the Nicaraguan
Embassy in Washington. He had no in-
volvement in the conflict in Nicaragua.

Earlier today the gentleman from
California [Mr. DornNaAN] put into the
Recorp detailed information that the
Intelligence Committee and others
have collected on the backgrounds of
the top echelon of the FDN forces. Of
56 members, I would remind my
friend, the gentleman from California,
27 are former Sandinistas. They
fought for the Sandinistas first. Thir-
teen formerly were members of the
national guard, 12 were farmers, 1
doctor, 1 evangelical minister, 1
fourth-year university student, and 1
civilian radio technician. Those are
the facts.

Less than 2 percent of the FDN
troop total are former Somoza nation-
al guard members. Twice as many of
the military leadership of the Contras
fought against Somoza as were in-
volved with the national guard on
behalf of Somoza.

So the suggestion that we are some-
how supporting ex-Somozistas trying
to overthrow the Government——

Mr. MILLER of California. I would
say to the seutleman—

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
not yielded. The tlme is mine.

Mr. Chairman, that frankly is
simply not accurate. The bottom line
is that the overwhelming number of
people involved in overthrowing
Somoza now have serious doubts about
the Sandinistas. The number of people
who have taken up arms against the
Sandinista government is three times
as great as the number who were in-
volved in fighting on behalf of the
Sandinistas against Somoza. This is
truly a broad-based revolutionary
movement, and it deserves the support
of the United States.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. CHENEY. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my friend for yielding.

I would simply bolster his comments
by reference to a Washington Post ar-
ticle dated February 28, 1985, which
indicated that the Contra army was
made up of 14,000 people, mostly peas-
ants, of which only about 40 officers
and about 200 fighters even served
with Somoza’'s National Guard. If you
figure that out, that is only 2 percent.
And thcy go on to concede, as the gen-
tleman has already pointed out, that
Enrique Bermudez, who is the leader
of the Contras in the field, was a Nica-
raguan military attaché and had noth-
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ing to do with the atrocities under
Somoza.

They go on, and there is abundant
evidence that the leaders of the
Contra movement really have very
little, if any, relationship with
Somoza. In fact most of the leaders
were against Somoza and fought with
the Sandinistas and stayed with the
Sandinistas until they learned what
they truly were.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CHENEY. I continue to yield to
the gentleman from Louisiana.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
CHENEY] has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. CHENEY].

Mr, CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman’s yielding
further, because there is another point
I want to make.

I was concerned when I was with the
gentleman in Managua just a week or
s0 ago that there seemed to be a con-
tinuing trend of well-intentioned
American citizens trooping down to
Nicaragua and all around the Nicara-
guan countryside, I might add, at sub-
sidized air fares and subsidized hotel
rates paid for by the Sandinista gov-
ernment, and going around and view-
ing a dog and pony show. That is
really how it could be described. They
were getting information, as it was
elaborated on by Sandinista represent-
atives for their edification. They were
being convinced that the United
States is the wrong party in this con-
flict and that the Sandinistas are
simply trying to provide peace and
harmony for the future of Nicaraguan
citizens.

Then we come back and we find that
the so-called Brody report, which
reaches similar conclusions, concocted
by a 31-year-old lawyer, Reed Brody,
was based on the same kind of a well-
intentioned atmosphere and reached
on the basis of a $320,000 grant paid
by the Nicaraguan Government to the
firm of Reichler & Applebaum right
here in the District of Columbia.
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Then we go on and we find other evi-
dence that Mr. Brody, who was sup-
posed to have concocted the Brody
report which gives evidence for all
these good intentioned people to come
back with their conclusions that the
United States was wrong, actually was
a friend of the Sandinistas and was
quoted by Bayardo de Jesus Payan Hi-
dalgo, the head of the Human Rights
Commission down in Nicaragua, who
BAyE.

I was struck by the kindness extended to
them by (Sandinista) officials * * * they
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were provided with transportation, food,
and lodging from the very beginning.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
CHENEY] has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wyoming

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman—

They were provided with transportation,
food, and lodging from the very beginning.
Mr. Brody was characterized by his fond-
ness for the FSLN (the Sandinista govern-
ment) for he made it known that he was a
friend of Commander Daniel Ortega Saave-
dra, showing a picture of him hugging the
Commander.

Now, this is the type of interrela-
tionship of well-intentioned people
who go down there and develop a
friendship for Mr. Ortega or Mr. D'Es-
coto or other members of the junta
and come back and presume to tell us
the truth about what is happening in
Nicaragua, totally overlooking the
abuses of human rights, the imprison-
ment, the forced labor camps, the tor-
ture, the execution that is going on at
the hands of the Sandinista govern-
ment.

It concerns me greatly and I think
that when we hear allegations such as
have been brought out by the other
side to the effect of how horrible the
Contras are, we have to look to the
source of their material.

I would hope everybody in this
Chamber would question the source of
the material that is being discussed

today.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CHENEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, I wanted to make another
point here as some on the other side
try to smear the entire leadership of
the democratic resistance forces in
Nicaragua as though all so-called Con-
tras were colonels in the Guardia Na-
tionale and that all of them were part
of that shameful segment of the Guar-
dia that was guilty of human rights
abuses.

Well, consider this fact. The very
first Minister of Defense of the Sandi-
nista government after July 1979 was
a former full colonel in the Guardia
Nationale named Bernardino Larios;
when he saw the Government going
Communist he resigned, but before he
could leave the country he was arrest-
ed and thrown in jail for 4 years. He
has just been released, and I suppose
if we brought him up here and quested
him in the Rayburn Room to talk to
to some of the Members who attack
the so-called Contras, our Members
would say no.” As one of the majority
members said to me when I asked him
to come off the floor to meet Enrique
Bermudez, so that Senor Bermudez
could testify to his face that he spent
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the 3 years of Somoza struggle here in
Washington. “I won’t dignify them
with even talking to them.”

That gentleman is on his feet right
now at the leadership table on the
Democratic side.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I think the fact remains
that the military side of the operation
clearly is still under the leadership of
the National Guard and I think clear-
ly you have got to understand that the
fact still remains that the atrocities
that we see committed in the field are
being committed by the Contras.

We can argue the numbers of people
who are in the positions of power back
and forth, both on the political side
and on the military side. The fact of
the matter is that we see atrocities.
These have not been, as the gentle-
man suggested, by patronizing Ameri-
can citizens who tried to go down and
to develop the facts for themselves,
but by independent organizations that
have found atrocities on both sides;
American Watch and other organiza-
tions.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield on that
point?

Mr. MILLER of California. When I
am finished—that have clearly out-
lined that in fact the Contras are re-
sponsible for many atrocities. And
those are not people who have gone
down to swallow hook, line, and
sinker, the Sandinista line. The fact of
the matter remains that that is the
case. There have been rapes, there
have been kidnapings, there have been
murders by Contras in the field.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield on that
point?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I simply point out again that the
two independent missionaries, Mor-
mon missionaries, who have no alle-
giance to the Federal Government or
the Sandinista government at all, who
have experience as missionaries in the
field, went down there for exactly that
purpose, and point out very clearly in
their report that they were unfunded
by anybody. They went down at their
own expense.

They found no evidence of Contras
atrocities and abundant evidence of
Sandinista atrocities, including forced
labor camps, executions, religious per-
secution, indiscriminate shelling of vil-
lages, mistreatment of prisoners,
forced voluntarism in the co-op system
and repression of the opposition politi-
cal parties, as well as forced recruit-
ment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, if I can reclaim my time, I
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think clearly this is the tragedy of the
situation which has been created, and
that is the overall violence in Nicara-
gua, which I must add was not there
prior to the entrance of this policy.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Weiss].

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, Joe
Louis once said about one of his oppo-
nents, “He can run, but he can't hide.”

My distinguished colleagues on the
other side of the aisle have been danc-
ing around and trying to hide from
what really is the issue in this situa-
tion. The United States of America,
through the Reagan administration,
has waged war against a country with
which we have full diplomatic rela-
tions and the people of the United
States of America in every poll and
survey that has been taken have said
that they will not sit still for that and
they oppose the President’s policy.
What the Congress of the United
States and this House will be doing at
the end of this debate is to transform
into action, once again, the will of the
people of the United States and keep
Ror.ald Reagan from getting the
United States directly militarily in-
volved in Nicaragua.

I have been to Nicaragua twice now.
I was there about a week and a half
ago. I had occasion to speak, to wit-
ness, to listen to people at all levels,
opposition as well as government
people. I have also visited other Cen-
tral American countries. I want to tell
you something. If you are an average
citizen in most of the Central Ameri-
can countries, if you are a citizen of El
Salvador, if you are a citizen of Guate-
mala, you have nowhere near the ca-
pacity to openly criticize your govern-
ment as you do if you are a citizen of
Nicaragua, and there is no question
about that.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield on that
point?

Mr. WEISS. No. When I finish, the
gentleman will get time from his side
of the aisle.

Let’s talk about freedom of the
press. Yes, the newspaper La Prensa,
one of the largest newspapers in Nica-
ragua, is censored, and I oppose that;
but if you are a press person in El Sal-
vador and you owned an independent
newspaper, nonsupportive of the mili-
tary-government position, you no
longer publish. You either had your
plant bombed out from under you or
you have been threatened with assassi-
nation or have been assassinated and
you are no longer there.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
Lacomarsino] had occasion to mention
before that the Sandinistas would not
let him visit a military camp and that
proved that they did not have an open
government.
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I want to tell my distinguished col-
league from California—

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? He
used my name.

Mr. WEISS. No, I will not.

I want to tell my distinguished
friend from California that on Friday
a week ago, Congressman Ebpcar of
Pennsylvania and I were about to go
to the country of Guatemala in order
to observe a demonstration by the rel-
atives of people who had disappeared
or been killed in Guatemala and we
could not go because word came
through from the Government of
Guatemala that death threats had
been received against the life of
myself and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Epcar] if we were to go
there.

It seems to me that we ought to be
concerned about freedom and liberty
everywhere, but we also ought to be
concerned about how the United
States of America supports freedom
and liberty everywhere. One of our
very fundamental constitutional prin-
ciples is that the United States goes to
war only upon a declaration of war by
the Congress of the United States. It
is a principle that we ought to abide
by.

The President and the Secretary of
State and just about every Govern-
ment spokesman for this administra-
tion has twisted facts, has distorted
facts, has lied about what in fact is
going on in Nicaragua and who sup-
ports or who does not support their
policy.
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The President said baldfacedly that
the Pope supports every aspect of his
policy in Nicaragua, only to have the
Vatican come forward to deny that
representation.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WEISS. No. When the gentle-
man wants, he can get time from his
side of the aisle.

From the various and wholesale dis-
information provided by the Govern-
ment of the United States of America,
the people of this country have win-
nowed out the facts and said that they
will not, we will not have our sons and
our fathers and our brothers go to war
in Central America.

Yes; we ought to be providing in-
ducements and encouragements for a
peaceful resolution. When we were in
Nicaragua we met on the 11th of April
with the President of Nicaragua who
had just gotten a report back from the
proceedings at the resumed Contadora
hearings. The Contadora proposals
presented that day for verification of
all the various agreements as to the
removal of advisers and the removal of
military forces and the reductions of
arms and so on in the conflicted areas
of Central America had been drafted
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by the Contadora countries with the
assistance and involvement of the Ca-
nadian Government. The Nicaraguan
representative said—and this has been
carried publicly in our newspapers—
that his government would accept
without any amendments whatsoever
the recommendations of the Conta-
dora countries and the Canadians.

We opposed it? Who is still quibbling
about it and refusing to accept it?
Honduras and El Salvador and Costa
Rica; not because they do not like it,
but because the Government of the
United States, in spite of all of the
protestations and representations
about how we want a diplomatic settle-
ment, in fact, have done everything
within our powers to prevent a diplo-
matic settlement.

You do not have to love the Sandi-
nistas, you do not have to support
their reneging on commitments for a
free press or for political pluralism
and I do not, to know that the dirty
war that the U.S. Government has
been funding and directing and been
engaging in without congressional or
popular approval cannot be allowed to
continue. It certainly ought not to be
allowed to be continued by action of
this House of Representatives. We
have the right and the opportunity to
set this country’'s policies back on the
path of our Constitution. That is what
we as a nation are about. That is what
we ought to be doing.

In December 1981, CIA Director Wil-
liam Casey came before the House and
Senate Intelligence Committees seek-
ing $19 million he said, to interdict
arms traffic from Nicaragua to the
Salvadoran rebels. The beneficiaries
were a 500-man paramilitary force.
Most were former members of Somo-
za’s national guard. The same national
guard who maintained the Somoza dy-
nasty’s 40 years of iron-fisted terror.
At the behest of our CIA, this para-
military force was trained by the Ar-
gentine military. The same military re-
sponsible for disappearing 6,000 Ar-
gentines.

Four years later, Mr. Reagan is seek-
ing another $14 million. Most will go
to the FDN [Democratic Revolution-
ary Forcel, the son of that 500-man
paramilitary force. Four years, and
$80 million U.S. dollars later, the Ar-
gentine trainers have been replaced by
the CIA. The same CIA whose only
contribution to the Contras’ democrat-
ic training has been providing them
with a primer on assassination.

The FDN’s military command are
the same national guardsmen, who
terrorized Nicaraguans for more than
40 years.

Enrique Bermudez, the Contra’s self-
proclaimed defense minister, served as
Somoza’'s former military attaché in
Washington. His second in command,
Capt. Armando Lopez, was a guardista.

The heads of logistics, intelligence,
operations, special warfare, and most
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key combat commanders are national
guard alumni.

The Contras’ former intelligence
chief, Col. Ricardo Lau, who has been
accused of directing the 1980 assassi-
nation of Salvadoran Archbishop
Oscar Romero, was a guardista.

But don't just take my word for it.
Let me quote from Arturo Crusz,
former junta member, Nicaraguan
Ambassador, and now a Contra sup-
porter, who wrote in a 1983 Foreign
Affairs article:

The fact remsains, however, that most of
the persons in positions of military author-
ity within the FDN are ex-members of the
National Guard who unconditionally sup-
ported Somoza until the end, against the
will of the Nicaraguan people.

This is the same national guard,
who, according to Eden Pastora,
“killed our people for 45 years. The
guardsmen killed this guy’s brother.
They killed my father. Everybody in
Nicaragua has a relative killed by the
national guard.”

These are the same guardsmen, who
have pledged that—and I am quoting
from one Contra officer—“‘Come the
counterrevolution, there will be a mas-
sacre in Nicaragua. We have lots of
scores to settle. There will be bodies
from the border to Managua.”

These are the same Contras whose
killings and human rights abuses were
s0 indiscriminate that the CIA had to
prepare a manual to instruct them
how to selectively assassinate.

These are the same guardsmen Mr.
Reagan calls freedom fighters and
compares to our Founding Fathers.

Neither the Congress, nor the Amer-
ican people, are immune from the lies
and distortions this administration has
used to promote its immoral war in
Nicaragua.

Until last year, CIA Director Casey
claimed we were supporting an inter-
diction operation. Four years of white
papers, aerial photos, and secret docu-
ments have not provided hard evi-
dence of arms shipments. A May 1983
House Intelligence Committee report
stated “the program has not interdict-
ed arms.” According to former CIA an-
alyst, David MacMichael, there has
not been a verifiable interdiction of
arms or anything else since 1981.

Then, the Contras were “bargaining
chips” who would bring the Sandinis-
tas to the negotiating table. In Sep-
tember of last year, the Nicaraguans
not only came to the table, they
signed a draft Contadora treaty. The
proposal—drafted by the Contadora
nations, not the Sandinistas—provided
for free and fair elections, an end to
the regional arms race, and the with-
drawal of foreign military advisers.
But just as soon as the Nicaraguans
accepted the treaty, the United States,
and its regional allies—after we co-
erced them—backed away. It should be
apparent that until the Sandinistas
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are removed from Managua, Mr.
Reagan will never see a Contadora
treaty that he likes.

Now, Mr. Reagan, while still profess-
ing the fiction that he doesn't want
the Sandinistas overthrown, claims he
only wants them removed “in the
sense of [their] present structure.”
The distinction between overthrowing
someone and getting them to cry
“uncle” is lost on Contra defense min-
ister, Col. Enrique Bermudez, who has
unequivocally stated: “We are Nicara-
guans and our objective is to over-
throw the Communists."”

However sincere such recent Contra
converts as Arturo Cruz and Alfonso
Robelo may be in their commitment to
democracy, the fact is that the war is
directed by former national guards-
men, who are terrorists, not demo-
crats. They have promised to bring to
Managua a reign of terror that will
make the French Revolution look like
a labor day picnic. Their methods are
those of the Marquis de Sade, not the
Marquis de Lafayette. And, according
to Eden Pastora, ‘“the Nicaraguan
people will not support the National
Guard.”

For 4 years, Mr. Reagan has sacri-
ficed our values, our respect for the
law, our commitment to democratic in-
stitutions, and our international stand-
ing. It's our turn now, finally, to put a
halt to his “dirty little war” against
Nicaragua.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
this time.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California [Mrs. Boxer].

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the gentle-
man very much for yielding me time.

I think at this point in the debate we
should take a deep breath and ask our-
selves what we are trying to achieve in
Nicaragua.

Do we want to add to the suffering
there? Do we want to add to the insta-
bility there? Do we want to strengthen
the lack of freedom there?

If that is what we want to do in
Nicaragua then we should vote for the
package of military aid to the Contras
that lies before us.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Will the gentle-
woman yield?

Mrs. BOXER. No; I am sorry. I have
no time to yield to you.

But if we want to help the people of
Nicaragua, if we want to bring stabili-
ty, if we want to be in a position to
strengthen democracy in Nicaragua,
we should vote down the funds for the
Contras. We should work for peace
with the people of the region through
the Contadora process.

We must learn from history. I say to
my colleagues that in the 1950's the
CIA backed a coup to overthrow the
second democratically elected Presi-
dent in Guatemala because our coun-
try did not like his policy of land
reform. We backed the rebels, and
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then when they were too inept to win
that victory, the CIA people got in-
volved in the combat and the military
achieved its goal and the Government
of Guatemala was overthrown.

I ask my colleagues: What has hap-
pened in Guatemala since that day in
the 1950’s dubbed as “Operation Suc-
cess?”

Guatemala has yet to see a demo-
cratically elected government. There is
suffering in Guatemala. There are
problems in Guatemala.

We have to look for another way as
we look at the situation in Nicaragua.
So there must be something, some-
thing in between completely walking
away, which I do not support, and
using military means, which I do not
support, to solve the problem in Nica-
ragua. That is something that we call
the Contadora process. It is called di-
plomacy. It is called using America’s
strength to bring peace and democra-
¢y, not to prolong war, killing, and suf-
fering.

Finally, I would say to my col-
leagues, I feel compelled to say that
one of my colleagues from California,
Mr. DorNAN, has several times in this
debate referred to “little nuns” who
have appeared in Members' offices to
spread disinformation. I wonder if my
colleague would describe Mother The-
resa as a “little nun.”?

I find it reprehensible, Mr. Chair-
man, that people with conviction, and
concern, and love of God, and love of
country, would be accused of spread-
ing disinformation.

Those people have been in Nicara-
gua, they know the score and we know
the score. Let us work for diplomacy
and against giving aid to the Contras.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentlewoman
yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from California [Mrs.
Boxer] has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DorRNAN] to re-
spond.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Of
course, I assumed that the gentlewom-
an was speaking with a broad brush
when she talked about people being
reprehensible.

I have quite accurately, as a loyal
and practicing Catholic, assessed that
there are some nuns in Orange County
of California and elsewhere who have
made one of these revolutionary tour-
ista trips down to Nicaragua and come
back parroting the Leninist line of lies
pumped out by the nine comman-
dantes or the suspended former priest
named Miguel d’Escoto who periodi-
cally plays the role of Foreign Minis-
ter. And I repeat what I said last week.
d’Escoto is like the little man Tatoo on
TV’'s Fantasy Island.” He yells at this
boss, Ortega, ‘“Boss, De plane, de
plane, de plane, here comes another
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bunch of naive fools,” or what Lenin
called useful idiots to be brainwashed
with the Communist line.

Now, it is true that some of the nuns
who have come back home have
gotten themselves straightened out by
talking to other nuns who have been
persecuted down there in Managua. In
other words they have recanted. I will
send to the gentlewoman’s office the
recantations of the nuns who have
become smarter than your average
Congressman on Central America.

Mrs. BOXER. If the gentleman
wants to call those nuns fools, that is
his choice of words, not mine.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Useful
idiots is what I also said. Useful to the
Leninists who persecute their church,
which is also my church which I love.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE], a member
of the Foreign Affairs Committee.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEWINE. I yleld to my col-
league, the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I would
just make a couple of brief points.

While I was in Nicaragua at the
same time as my colleague from New
York [Mr. Weiss] we had occasion to
have dinner with the Ambassador and
a former labor minister who was the
head of the liberal party down there.
This gentleman, who affectionately
touched the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Weiss]l, and said, “We as
liberals share a great deal iIn
common,” said to Mr. Weiss that he
would like for him to come down to
Nicaragua for about 3 weeks to see
what was really going on. He said, and
I cannot quote him verbatim, but the
gist of the conversation was that the
present pressure and the censorship
and the religious persecution had in-
creased dramatically, and that if Mr.
Weiss had an opportunity to see for
himself really what was going on down
there, Mr. Werss would vote for aid to
the Contras, because if aid for the
Contras was not forthcoming the re-
pression would increase, the Commu-
nists would solidify their positions,
and the revolution would be extended
throughout Central America.

Now this gentleman philosophically
did not agree with me at all. He did
with the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Weiss], on most issues. But he
told Mr. Weiss point blank that the
aid to the Contras was absolutely es-
sential if they were to have any
chance at freedom in the future.

Mr. DEWINE. I thank my colleague
for his statement.

If the American people had any idea,
Mr. Chairman, of the intensity and
the expertise of the Sandinista propa-
ganda, I think they would be shocked.

There is an excellent article in the
Wall Street Journal of April 23, and I
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invite all of my colleagues to read it. It
is by Jim Denton and it details part of
this propaganda.

I think all of us could have expected
what we saw last weekend. The vote
on the Contras was coming up. The
Sandinistas’ action was predictable.
What did we think Daniel Ortega was
going to do? He communicated a peace
proposal, not to our Embassy or State
Department, but rather to some Mem-
bers of Congress.
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What he did was to communicate to
some Members of Congress a peace
proposal, a bogus peace proposal, a
last minute peace proposal. It was re-
ported on NBC and ABC that same
night in very, very serious tones that
certainly this would make it more dif-
ficult for this House to support aid to
the Contras. The networks were right.
Daniel Ortega was right. He accom-
plished exactly what he intended to
accomplish. The Sandinistas have con-
structed a huge propaganda machine.
It was reported in this article that the
Nicaraguans paid $320,000 per year to
a Washington based law firm to lobby
on their behalf. This $320,000, which I
just cited, is only a drop in the bucket.
As my colleague from California, Mr.
DorNaAN, has pointed out, this regime
started in 1979 and in 1980 having
people come down for trips. Every-
body, everybody's congressional dis-
trict has had people who have gone
down there. Well-intentioned, good-
hearted, sincere Americans. But what
they have been shown has been an or-
chestrated campaign; what they have
been shown is exactly what the Sandi-
nistas want them to see. This article in
the Wall Street Journal goes into two
of the so-called objective reports that
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle so frequently cite. The first one
has been referred to. It was the Brody
report, bought and paid for, and let us
get the terms right, bought and paid
for by the Communists in Nicaragua.
Those are the facts, and nothing more
needs to be said.

The Fox report was an attempt, an
attempt as we heard in our committee
last week, to make the first report
valid. Even though it never came out
in the report, never came out in any of
the press releases, never came out in
any of the press conferences, we found
that Mr. Fox’s wife’s step-brother is a
Sandinista, a high ranking Sandinista
official. I do not question Mr. Fox’s in-
tegrity, I will not do that at all. But
isn’t that a relevant fact? Isn't it im-
portant for this body to know that his
brother-in-law is a Sandinista? We
never would have known that except,
quite frankly, for the investigation of
Jim Denton.

So let us keep everything in perspec-
tive as we look at the propaganda cam-
paign that is being waged right now in
Members’ offices.
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Congressman LAcoMARsINO and I
several months ago had the opportuni-
ty to travel to Nicaragua. I am not an
expert, only being down there for a
few days. I am not claiming to be an
expert. But what has been described
by some of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle is not the Nicaragua I
saw. The Catholic priest whom we
talked to who told us that in the
Catholic schools they have to teach
Marxism. We asked, well, what hap-
pens if you don't teach Marxism? The
answer was. ‘“The schools don’t run.”
Marxism in the Catholic schools, it
just sickens me.

Now, the situation with La Prensa
has been made light of La Prensa, to
my knowledge, is the only independent
paper left in that country. It has been
made light of, the fact that 40 percent
of that paper every single day is cen-
sored; 40 percent. Some days they do
not even publish.

Private enterprise? There has been
reference made to private enterprise.
Let me tell you what we found out
about private enterprise.

I asked one of the small businessmen
who remains in the country about
what percentage of the economy was
private. He laughed at me. “Another
dumb American question.” He said
“when the state buys everything and
sells everything and controls every-
thing and tells you what to do and
when to do it, how much enterprise,
private enterprise is left?” Congress-
man LacoMArRsINO and I talked to a
little vendor, literally a little vendor,
who had been selling produce on the
street for a number of years. That
very day the Communists, the Sandi-
nistas told this vendor, “You can't sell
anymore. No, you can’t. You're out of
business. The reason you're out of
business is because it is all going to be
sold through a state-run store.”

We talked to labor leaders, we talked
to political opposition, or what is left
of it. We talked to people throughout
the country who would turn on their
radios because they knew for a fact, at
least they told us, that they were
being bugged.

Now that is the Nicaragua we have.

What conclusions do we bring back
to this body that will help us make a
decision? What did we learn? Several

things.

Congressman LacoMmarsiNo referred
to this, let me refer to it again: This is
a direct quote from my notes which I
looked at today. “Things will be bad
for us if the Contras go away.”
Nobody wanted to tell us or everyone
was afraid to tell us, “Give aid to the
Contras.” They knew better than that.
If your office is being bugged you do
not want to say that.

But what they would say in a round-
about way, every single one of them,

“Things will be bad for us if the Con-
tras go away.”
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Now, another quote, “We used to be
public enemy No. 1, now we're No. 2. If
the pressure that the Contras are put-
ting on the Sandinistas ever goes away
they will turn on us in a moment, they
will be back at our throats, they will
eliminate us.” What little bit of oppo-
sition, whether political or business,
whether it is in the press or whether it
is the church, will be gone.

My friends, it is clear what they will
do. There are three things going to
happen when we completely dry up
the aid from the Contras, which it
clearly looks like we are going to do
today and tomorrow; three things are
eventually going to happen. No. 1,
they are going to consolidate their rev-
olution. No. 2, they are going to move
against and strike out all opposition.

And, No. 3, if that does not wake you
up, maybe the third should, after con-
solidating the revolution they are
going to go right back to what they
have been doing, only they are going
to do a better job of it, they are going
to export the revolution. The ammuni-
tion, the arms going into Salvador,
which we found in El Salvador, and
which we traced back to the Soviet
bloc, is going to continue. We are
going to have in Central America an-
other Cuba, only this one is going to
have two ports, one on the Pacific and
in the Atlantic. They are going to be
on land instead of surrounded only by
oceans. That is a natural consequence
of what we are doing. We have got to
keep the pressure on them.

We are not faced in this body with
easy choices, we never are. But I think
today is probably the toughest but
most important day for Congress since
I entered Congress a little over 2 years
ago. The choice is not easy. The easi-
est thing for me politically and prob-
ably for everybody else in this Cham-
ber to do would be to say, wash our
hands of it, stick our heads in the sand
and say, “No, we don’t want to give aid
to the Contras. We don’t want to have
any part of what is going on in Central
America. Let’s walk away from it and
use the excuse that we are avoiding
another Vietnam.”

Vietnam hangs heavy over this
Chamber as it should.

It was a tragedy.

But I would submit to you today
that what you are about to do today is
going to result in one of two things.
No. 1, you are going to consign that
region of the world to communism.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE]
has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield an additional 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. DEWINE. That is the first thing
that is going to be done. The second
potential is that you are risking, and I
choose my words very carefully, by
this action you are risking American
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lives. If there is one thing that I would
hope everybody in this room could
agree on it is that we want no more
Vietnams and we want no more Cubas.

What in the world—and I have been
listening for 3 hours, I guess, and have
not heard anybody stand up at this
mike from your side of the aisle and
tell me how your plan—you have
trashed the President’s plan, you have
trashed Bos MIcHEL's plan—yet no one
has told me how your plan is going to
achieve peace.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DEWINE. Let us finish, let me
finish. I have the time. As you told
Mr. LivINGSTON, you will have ample
time to answer.

Mr. WEISS. Well, the gentleman
asked.

Mr. DEWINE. No; just as you did for
Mr. LivingsToN. What is fair for one
side is fair for the other.

Now, what is the proposal? What
have we heard from your side of the
aisle? We are going to have more nego-
tiations? Well, we want negotiations.
We want peace proposals, but what did
the Sandinistas do when a very signifi-
cant proposal came forth from the op-
position parties, what is left of them,
and the Contras?
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An offer was made to have the
Catholic bishops in Nicaragua medi-
ate, and it was not an unreasonable
proposal. The proposal was they would
have a cease fire, Daniel Ortega would
stay as President, there would be free

elections, and there would be allowed
freedom of the press and the basic
things that are necessary to have a
free election. Several weeks elapsed, as
I recall. Because when Bos and I were
down there, no response had been
made from the bishops. The bishops
then came back and said, “Yes, we will
offer to mediate that.” And what did
the Sandinistas do? No, they would
not do it. They rejected the offer. The
peace proposals have been made. The
Contadora process is ongoing. They all
should continue. But the basic facts of
life are that if you really want peace
down there, you have got to have a
little stick or maybe, as Theodore Roo-
sevelt said, a big stick. You have got to
have something to prod them to do
that. Your proposal has no prod.
There is nothing contained in there
that has not already been on the table.
Absolutely nothing. What we are
saying is, give some aid to the Contras,
keep the pressures on, listen to the
people who talked to Congressman La-
GOMARSINO and me when we were down
there, listen to what they said. The
only way you are going to keep pres-
sure on these Marxist-Leninists—and
that is what they are, there is no
doubt about it—the only way you are
going to keep pressure on them is by
the Contras.
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Now, before I yield to my colleague,
let me say one other thing: The natu-
ral consequences of your action is, I
think, that some day—I hope to God I
am wrong—Americans are going to die
because of your action or rather your
inaction.

Let me take you through some testi-
mony that we had in our committee
last week. I am just going to cite one.
There are several, but I am just going
to cite one. McGeorge Bundy testified,
a8 Kennedy-Johnson administration
adviser, actively involved as an adviser
during the Vietnam war. He testified
and said aid to the Contras is no good,
the CIA cannot accomplish anything,
it will not work and, besides, you
always have American naval power to
fall back on. My God, I heard that,
and I read it before he said it, and
then he said it, and I could not believe
it. I said, “What in the world are you
talking about?” I said, “Are you really
saying that if this doesn't work, if we
don’t give aid to the Contras and if the
Nicaraguans don’t become peace activ-
ists, don’'t become democrats over-
night, that the only result, the only
natural result is a naval blockade?” He
said, “No, Congressman, you have it
wrong.” He said, “In the Kennedy
days we called it a naval quarantine.”

That is the natural consequences of
what I am afraid we are about. That
puts us to a brink of war. It is 20 years
later. What President Kennedy did
was right. I supported him. But that is
going to take us to the brink of war. It
is 20 years later. There is a different
navy that the Soviets have, we are not
talking about an isolated island, we
are talking now about an entirely dif-
ferent situation.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEWINE. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment
the gentleman on his tremendous
statements. He laid it all out, gave the
options the way they really are, not
tht;e way some people would like them
to be,

An interesting thing occurred to me,
and I have discussed this with the gen-
tleman several times. He and I and
other members of our subcommittee
on the Republican side of the aisle sat
there through the five hearings last
week that were held on this sub-
ject—

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE]
has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Most of the
time there were only one or two or, at
one point, three on the other side of
the aisle, even though they had called
the hearings and had called the major-
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ity of the witnesses. The thing that
really impressed me about those hear-
ings, perhaps more than anything else,
was that even the opposition wit-
nesses, opposition to the President’s
proposal, said, most of them in so
many words, that the Sandinistas were
Communists, that they were repress-
ing their people, that they had been
exporting revolution. Some of them
did not like to make those statements.
Adm. Stansfield Turner, who was the
head of the CIA during the Carter
years, took a long time to admit what
he finally did admit, that indeed the
Sandinistas had violated U.S. law by
exporting revolution and, therefore,
the Carter administration had cut
them off.

They all agreed, I think almost with-
out exception, that the Sandinistas
were repressive, were exporting revolu-
tion, as I said, and, further, that some-
thing had to be done about it. They all
said there should be some pressure,
but very few of them had any good
ideas at all. It was interesting—I men-
tioned Turner—that Turner opposed
the proposal not even having read it,
apparently, because he did not know
that the President’s proposal called
for a truce, and that was some of the
type of opposition. But none of the
people who had been to Nicaragua
came back praising its glories.

Mr. DEWINE. It was certainly unani-
mous.

I yield to my colleague, the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and I want to
commend him for his outstanding
statement on this subject. I might
point out, with respect to his com-
ments about the disinformation that is
going on that seems to be leading to
some of the arguments on the other
side, Clare George, Deputy Director of
the CIA, testified with an Assistant
Secretary of State, before an unclassi-
fied meeting of the Intelligence Com-
mittee the other day, and I would like
to quote him, quickly:

A worldwide propaganda campaign has
been mounted and carried out in behalf of
the Sandinista regime and Salvadoran guer-
rillas which would not have been possible
without the capabilities, the contacts and
the communication channels provided by
the Soviet bloc and Cuba. The Sandinistas
themselves have shown remarkable ingenui-
ty and skill * * *,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE]
has again expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman—

The Sandinistas themselves have shown
remarkable ingenuity and skill in projecting
disinformation into the United States itself.
Perhaps the best example of this is the sys-
tematic campaign to deceive well-inten-
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tioned members of the Western media and
of Western religious institutions.

Now, that point being made, I would
like to also point out to the gentle-
man, and he seems to have followed
up on the comments by the gentle-
woman from California [Mrs. Boxerl],
with respect to what we really want,
and the gentleman has eloquently
pointed out what we want is peace
and, preferably, democracy in Central
America.

Now, I think it is significant that the
gentlewoman refers to the 1950’s and
what happened in Guatemala way
back then. She somehow forgets what
happened in the last 6 years when in
El Salvador, against the protestations
of the other side time and time again,
against the attempts of the other side
to keep us from funding the Salvador-
an Government against the Marxist
guerrillas, despite the fact that the
other side had constantly tried to keep
that money from helping the democra-
cy in El Salvador, what happened was,
because we stayed in there, because
the Reagan administration and the
Carter administration decided that it
was important to protect democracy in
El Salvador, we now have had four
free, open, fair elections. We have had
a constituent assembly, we have had a
President populsrly elected, and Jose
Napoleon Duarte is now that popular
President of El Salvador. Democracy
exists in El Salvador. And if we follow
through with that same policy, democ-
racy will exist in Nicaragua some day
when the Sandinista regime yields its
power.

Mr. DEWINE. I thank the gentleman
very much for his statement.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we
want no more Vietnams, we want no
more Cubas. We want peace

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. DnWm]
has again expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 30 additional seconds to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. DEWINE. We want peace in the
region. Give us some way of doing it.
Give us some stick. Give us some way
to prod these Communists into doing
what everyone in this Chamber wants,
and that is engaging in meaningful
peace negotiations.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds. I would tell
the gentleman he has made an out-
standing statement, but if he has
heard nothing from this side, one
thing we have stated is that we are not
for providing military aid, and that is
the question before the Congress at
the present time. House Joint Resolu-
tion 239 deals only with military as-
sistance and has nothing to do with
humanitarian assistance. I would sug-
gest the gentleman read the classified
report that was transmitted to the
Congress in support of this release of
the $14 million for military aid.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DeLLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
have tried to listen with diligence and
with rapt attention and with respect
to the debate that has gone forward
and as a result I would like to make a
few comments.

Several speakers have spoken power-
fully and dramatically to a group of
people that have been referred to on
the floor as the “Marxists and the
Leninists and the Communists,” this
great threat and this great conspiracy
Someone ought to try to address that.
I would like to do it, try to put this
debate in some perspective.

It would seem to me that if you lis-
tened to the structure of the debate,
the largest single group of Marxists,
Leninists, Communists are in the
Soviet Union. But nobody here, I
would like to hope, in their rational
personna, is suggesting that we go to
war with the Soviet Union.

The second largest group of Marx-
ists, Leninists, Communists are in the
Eastern bloc in Europe, but no one is
proposing that we go to war with
Czechoslovakia, Poland, East Germa-
ny. In their rational minds, they would
not do it. So where do we end up fight-
ing these proxy wars against these
great menaces?
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In Third World countries; in the
Vietnams, the Laos’, the Cambodias,
the Central Americas of the world
where people of color, dying of pover-
ty and hunger and disease and malnu-
trition, starvation, human rights viola-
tions, torture, killing, and maiming
and imprisonment, we suddently find
these are the places that must access
to great and powerful battlefields
upon which we fight the great Com-
munist menace; upon which we battle
the Marxists and the Leninists.

We are not throwing nukes at the
Soviet Union, thank goodness. That
would destroy the planet. We are not
talking about going to war with the
Eastern Europeans; thank God; that
would probably again destroy the
planet. S8o we fight it out in impover-
ished countries where we engage in
this East-West struggle to the total ex-
clusion of the North-South dimension
of the poverty and the hunger and the
disease and all the other crippling
problems that plague and confront
human beings.

So I have come to the conclusion
that maybe the statement “a rose is a
rose is a rose”, and that “a Communist
is a Communist is a Communist,” is
not really true. Maybe there are good
Communists, and maybe there are bad
Communists. It may be that good
Communists are the ones that have
big bombs that can bomb us back.
Maybe the only bad Communists are
those people struggling in the develop-
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ing countries of this world where we
ought to be addressing their human
misery, we choose to engage in the
madness of war.

I would suggest to my colleagues
that peace would not come through
the barrel of a gun; that peace will
come when we address the problems
that give rise to war, death, and de-
struction. It is the human misery that
human beings field; it is the destruc-
tion of the human spirit that creates
war. What are we doing in this situa-
tion? I would stipulate this list. One of
the most absurd points in this debate
is to debate whose names are more ac-
curate on the list of 56. Who cares?
That is not the issue here. You are
putting a smiling face on death and
destruction, because if you take war to
its bottom line, it is killing and dying
and death. It is funky stench is what it
is all about. There is nothing glamour-
ous about it.

People are dying in Central America,
and I do not care how glorious a
speech on this floor, we cannot deny
that American peoples’ money is being
used to perpetuate death and destruc-
tion. We are a mighty superpower; we
ought to have the capacity to say to
the world we can show how to solve
human problems short of the absurdi-
ty and the cruelty. We should have
the capacity and the boldness and the
courage to think beyond war.

How can we say to the people in the
Middle East: “Sit down around the
table and negotiate Israel, Arabs, and
other people.” How can we say to Iran
and Iraq: “Sit down around the table
and negotiate,” when, in this hemi-
sphere, where we live and where we
reside, we lack the capacity to say, “Sit
down and let us talk about the power
of the spoken word; let us demonstrate
our capacity to address our problems
through political solution.”

Why are we financing death and de-
struction? Are we not as a mighty
nation capable of structuring an envi-
ronment within which we can begin to
talk out these problems. I ask this rhe-
torical question. Even if you disagree,
my friends, with the idea, how do you
fight an idea? I would suggest you
challenge an idea with a better idea;
not with a bigger bomb; not with a
bigger budget to finance Contras. But
you come with a better idea.

If the United States and the Soviet
Union want to compete, then let us
compete not over who can destroy
human life in the Third World, but
who can best address the misery of the
Third World. You do not do that by
spending $14 million more to engage
in war and destruction. Let us solve
the problems of hunger and poverty
and disease and human rights viola-
tions. Then you will see a great
groundswell of people moving toward
us. The most powerful thing we as
Americans have is not our ability to
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export $14 million but to export a fan-
tastic idea, the idea of democracy; the
idea of people’s involvement.

So why, if we are so democratic, are
we not prepared to embrace a process
that allows democratic discussion back
and forth across the table as we build
a consensus that ultimately leads to a
nonviolent political solution to how we
solve our problems.

I do not want to debate over wheth-
er the form of government is a good
form of government or not. Let us
stipulate your analysis. My question
here is how do we solve the problem? 1
am saying that war in a nuclear age is
not an acceptable option. And so to
fight it out in proxy countries is both
racist and repressive and insensitive
and arrogant and unnecessary.

We as a powerful nation of demo-
cratic people ought to be willing to say
let us sit down and negotiate the
nature of our differences. So let us
stop debating over who has the good
list of names and who has the bad list
of names. People killing are people
killing. People dying are people dying,
and we have a responsibility here not
to impress ourselves with who can pro-
nounce the names the best or who has
the best list of names. We are here to
debate policy. I say unequivocally that
moving down this road toward greater
violence and greater misery and great-
er participation in the process of
death and destruction and war is not
the answer to the problem. Let us
show the world the magnificence of
the ability to sit down around the
table and negotiate. Ultimately, my
friends, we are running out of places
to fight wars, and if we can ever get it
through our heads that peace is an im-
perative in the nuclear age, that we
will begin not to play games in the
Third World, but to embrace the proc-
ess that brings us to freedom.

My final point: I urge all of my col-
leagues to vote against this resolution.
I would have liked very much to not
even see my Democratic colleagues
come with a compromise. 1 believe
American people did learn something
from Vietnam. They do not want us
fighting in Central America. I think
that if we stripped away all the com-
promises, the majority of my col-
leagues, in a rational and sane
moment would sit down and come to
the realization that pursuing war is
not the answer. That they should vote
to strike down this resolution.

I hope that the Members vote to
strike down this resolution, because
that is the hope for human life on this
planet.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. DORNAN of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.
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Mr. Chairman, the distinguished
gentleman has made an eloquent plea
for peace as is usual.

Mr. DELLUMS. That is why I came
to Congress.

Mr. DORNAN of California. As is
usual, his case. So did most of us, I be-
lieve. There are young men who do
not want to be impressed, dragooned,
shanghaied into military service under
a Sandinista government that has be-
trayed the principles and goals of a
noble revolution.

These young men are fleeing, most
of them south to Costa Rica where
they arrive in such emaciated condi-
tion they must be fed intravenously.
Am I not correct that both you and I
voted against the draft in prior Con-
gresses?

Mr. DELLUMS. That is correct.

Mr. DORNAN of California. What
would you tell these young men, citi-
zens of Nicaragua, who do not want to
serve in the military forces of Sandi-
nista, once they have reached Costa
Rica, to stay refugees for the rest of
their life? Do you advise them not to
take up the fighting option; to come
back into their country and join the
resistance forces to fight against the
government they find oppressive.
What would you advise them to do?

Mr. DELLUMS. I would say first of
all, if you disagree with the politics of
your country and the policies that are
prevailing policies, do what I am
doing: Stand up and oppose it and be
willing to suffer whatever the risks
necessary to stand up and do that.

Second, I would say to them that at
some point, we have to stop the killing
and the dying. This particular gentle-
man is getting tired of turning on the
6 and 7 o’clock news and seeing people
in Third World countries face down,
and it is not a movie, because no one
can say at the end “cut,” and they get
up.

Mr. DORNAN of California. True.

Mr. DELLUMS. These are dead
human beings and I am tired of that
misery. We as human beings on this
planet ought to have gained the so-
phistication to take us beyond the bar-
baric act of killing each other in the
name of political differences.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HypE], 8 member of
the Foreign Affairs Committee.
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Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, that was a brilliant
speech, the sort of speech we are ac-
customed to hearing from the gentle-
man from California. I wish he could
have made it in Pnom Penh where
some Cambodian prisoners could have
heard him. I wish he could make it in
the Parliament in Warsaw. Perhaps
some Solidarity undercover members
could hear it through the window. I
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wish he could have made it in Kabul,
where carpet bombing is going on and
100,000 Soviet Troops are pulverizing
the patriotic, indigenous Mujahadeen.

Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. Yes, I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. I will not take much
of the gentleman’s time, but I would
say this: I would be willing to make
the speech to defend human life on
this planet and in the name of peace
anywhere. You set up the speech. I
will be there to make it.

Mr. HYDE. I am sure you will, and I
hope you will include Communist op-
pression and Communist killing in
your speech, because you always seem
to say we have to stop the killing. Let
them stop the killing. Let them stop
the tyranny. Let them stop the op-
pression.

Mr. DELLUMS. Will the gentleman
yield briefly?

Mr. HYDE. Of course, I will yield to
my friend.

Mr. DELLUMS. The gentleman
knows very well how I feel about kill-
ing and dying on either side. When I
speak about ‘“us,” I speak about us
only when I take the well as an Ameri-
can citizen, an integral part of the
body politic charged with the responsi-
bility of making decisions on policy
that we advocate. I am not a member
of the Supreme Soviet. I am a Member
of the U.S. Congress and I function in
that context.

Mr. HYDE. I think the gentleman
has made his point, and I recapture
my time.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think any-
body in their right mind today who is
moderately informed doubts that
Nicaragua is deeply involved in export-
ing subversion to its neighbors, par-
ticularly El Salvador. The bipartisan
Kissinger commission found this to be
true, and the House Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, on which I
serve, has found this to be true, and I
refer you to seciion 109 of the Intelli-
gence Authorization Act of 1984,
which has a finding as follows:

By providing military support, including
arms, training, logistical command and con-
trol, and communications facilities to
groups seeking to overthrow the govern-
ment of El Salvador and other Central
American governments, the Government of
National Reconstruction of Nicaragua has
violated Article XVIII of the Organization
of American States, which declares that no
state has the right to intervene directly or
indirectly for any reason whatsoever in the
internal or external affairs of any other
state,

Now, this fact is important in reject-
ing the claim that aiding the demo-
cratic resistance in Nicaragua is some-
how illegal. When this argument of il-
legality is made, you only hear half
the law, and then you hear it applied
to the wrong forces. If you will see yes-
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terday’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at
page E1630, you will find a brief on
the law prepared by John Norton
Moore, a professor of law at the Uni-
versity of Virginia, and a constitution-
al scholar.

But just briefly let me say there are
3 treaties involved, the United Nations
Charter, the OAS Charter, the Orga-
nization of American States, and the
Rio Treaty, and all of them assert the
inherent right of individual and collec-
tive self-defense.

Moreover, article III of the Rio
Treaty goes even farther and it says
an attack on one signatory is an attack
on all. And, lest we get lost in fine
legal distinctions, legal scholars have
held that an armed attack need not be
armies on the march but can take
place by organization, instigation, and
support of a sustained insurgency.

So while the law forbids one nation
intervening in the internal affairs of
another nation, it is Nicaragua and
Cuba that violate this provision, and
by responding to this breach through
collective self-defense we are within
the law and the only violators are
Nicaragua and Cuba. Not only is this
law; it is common sense. To claim that
the law protects Communist subver-
sion from any effective defense is just
patent nonsense. In World War II,
support for the resistance in France
and the underground in Germany was
not illegal, and defending yourself is
never state terrorism. To even make
the charge is to undermine the most
important distinction in the United
Nations and the OAS charters, that
between aggression and defense.

Democrats do not like Republicans
quoting from Democratic Presidents,
and I do not particularly like to do it
either, but it is so appropriate that I
must share with you a speech made by
John F. Kennedy on April 20, 1961,
before the American Society of News-
paper Editors. Listen to what Presi-
dent Kennedy said, and ask yourself if
he could get elected anything in the
Democratic Party today:

No greater task faces this country or this
administration. No other challenge is more
deserving of our every effort and energy.
Too long we have fixed our eyes on tradi-
tional military needs, on armies prepared to
cross borders, on missiles poised for flight,
Now it should be clear that this is no longer
enough—that our security may be lost piece
by piece, country by country, without the
firing of a single missile or the crossing of a
single border.

It is clear that this Nation, in concert with
all the free nations of this hemisphere,
must take an ever closer and more realistic
look at the menace of external Communist
intervention and domination in Cuba. The
American people are not complacent about
Iron Curtain tanks and planes less than 80
miles from their shore. But a nation of
Cuba’s size is less a threat to our survival
than it is a base for subverting the survival
of other free nations throughout the hemi-
sphere. It is not primarily our interest or
our security but theirs which is now, today,
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in the greater peril. It is for their sake as
well as our own that we must show our will.

The evidence is clear—and the hour is
late. We and our Latin friends will have to
face the fact that we cannot postpone any
longer the real issue of survival of freedom
in this hemisphere itself. On that issue,
unlike perhaps some others, there can be no
middle ground. Together we must build a
hemishpere where freedom can flourish;
and where any free nation under outside
attack of any kind can be assured that all
our resources stand ready to respond to any
request for assistance.

Fraud in the inducement is a well
known legal concept and I suggest to
you that the Sandinista government
has no legitimacy. They made prom-
ises to the Organization of American
States in 1979 and in exchange for
which they got the support of the
OAS and the support of the United
States. They promised that they
would have a pluralistic political socie-
ty, that they would have a mixed econ-
omy, that they would have a free press
and freedom of religion, and they have
broken every one of those promises.

Therefore, they ought to be delegiti-
mated. Archbishop MecGrath of
Panama has said, and I quote:

Today's Sandinista government has

usurped power from the broad-based coali-
tion that overthrew Somoza in 1979.

So it is clear that usurpers are vio-
lating the law and in coming to the
collective self-defense of our allies and
friends, El Salvador, Honduras, and
Costa Rica, we are in keeping with the
law.

So do not be misled. When I was in
law school, one of my professors said
the first thing a lawyer must learn to
do is to be plausible in support of
groundless motions. Well, I suggest
you will hear some plausible argu-
ments that we are the lawbreakers,
but do not be misled and check yester-
day’s REcorD for the brief.

Why give military aid to the demo-
cratic resistance? Very simple. To keep
the pressure on. To force a return to
the promises of 1979 by the Sandinis-
tas.
Notice how the argument has shift-
ed. It used to be that the Contras, the
democratic resistance, were ineffec-
tive. Let us not support them, they are
ineffective. They are not doing the
job. Now that they have become effec-
tive, now that their ranks are swelling
every day and every month, the argu-
ment shifts now. Somehow it is illegal
and we ought not to interfere in the
internal affairs of another country.

I suggest to you that Somoza was
not overthrown by military force. He
was not overthrown by political force
or by economic force, but by a combi-
nation of all three. The synergistic
effect of all three together is much
greater than the sum of the parts, and
I suggest to you that a continuation of
the military pressure through the
Contras, a tightening of economic
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pressure and political pressure will
bring them to their senses.

The Contras keep the Communist
revolution in Nicaragua internalized.
They keep the Nicaraguan Marxists-
Leninists introverted. Once we pull
the rug on the Contras, once they
become refugees instead of freedom
fighters, then the revolution gets ex-
ternalized. They become extroverted,
and God help the countries that sur-
round this revolutionary Marxist-Len-
inist surrogate of Cuba/the Soviet
Union.

May I say there is a touch, it seems
to me, of moral exhibitionism in those
churchmen and others who tell us
that aiding the democratic resistance
is immoral. Is it immoral in Cambodia?
Is it immoral in Afghanistan? I was
raised in the same church as some of
them were and I will tell you that I do
not know what is moral about helping
Communists consolidate their grip on
people, whether it is Solidarity people
or it is campesinos. What in the name
of the Lord is immoral about resisting
communism, the greatest assault on
the spirit of man since recorded histo-
ry?

Whatever became of Thomas Jeffer-
son’s motto: Resistance to tyranny is
obedience to God. Lenin had a term, it
is “useful idiots.” I would not call
these people useful idiots. That is too
harsh a term. I prefer the term,
“There is none so blind who will not
see.ll

President Reagan wants war, we are
told. I would not question anybody's
motivations for making that state-
ment, but I do question their under-
standing of history and judgment. The
road to peace does not go through
Munich. That ought to be very simple
if you will just read a history book.
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The foreign policy of the gentlemen
and gentlewomen on the left is “talk-
ing and trusting.” This has been tried
in Angola, it has been tried in Iran,
where we traded in the Shah and got
the Ayatollah, they have been tried in
Southeast Asia where we no longer
hear the cries of the boat people and
the people in the refugee camps in
Thailand, and now they want to try
another laboratory experiment with
the same McGovernite policy in Cen-
tral America.

If you retreat from San Salvador,
where do you make your stand? San
Antonio?

Those who oppose aid to the demo-
cratic resistance, it seems to me, and
with due respect, are guilty of political
incoherence. They recognize the Com-
munist-supported guerrillas in El Sal-
vador as significant and legitimate,
and they mandate an internal dialog
on President Duarte, but the Salvador-
an insurgency has less vitality and less
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support than the Contras in Nicara-
gua.

Why are you not as consistent with
the Sandinistas, President Ortega, and
Father D’Escoto, the Maryknoll priest,
as you are with President Duarte?

Today’s Washington Post editorial is
one of the most interesting I have ever
read. There is one sentence in there
that I do not think I will ever forget.
It says, “Congress should at least ex-
press a decent concern for people who
took the chance of relying on Ameri-
can constancy.”

What twinge of conscience produced
that sentence? What pangs of guilt, I
wonder? All right. All right, editorial
writer, we are “decently concerned.”
Does that assuage our responsibility as
leaders of the free world?

It is axiomatic that poverty and
hunger are major factors in Central
America, but they are not the only
factors. Now, Costa Rica, Honduras,
and El Salvador are beginning to im-
prove their economies, and now that
their gross national products are being
pushed upward, how hospitable will a
Communist Central America be for in-
vestment? You will undo all the
progress we have made, we will turn
Central America into a basket case if
we pull the plug on the Contras and
let the revolution in Nicaragua consol-
idate itself and spread. What contribu-
tion to solving the problems of poverty
and hunger will turning Central Amer-
ica into a giant refugee camp make?

There are two bottom lines that I
draw from the lessons of Vietnam, les-
sons we have been inundated with this
month. The first is that isolationism
dominates the Democratic Party's for-
eign policy. George McGovern's cry
was “Come home, America.” That is
what you would have us do, come
home from our responsibilities as lead-
ers of the free world.

We have now reached the point
where I think even you must concede
that the Sandinistas are revolutionary
Communists. If you do not think so,
what are the Bulgarians doing there,
the North Koreans, the East Germans,
the PLO, and 9,000 Cubans? By any
fair estimate, by any objective apprais-
al, the Sandinistas are bad guys. y

Now, you have to concede that the
democratic resistance is led by serious
Democrats, Arturo Cruz, Alfonso
Robelo, and Adolfo Calero, and others.
So faced with good guys and bad guys
in Nicaragua, you are forced to excuse
your neoisolationism by taking what
you choose to call the moral high
ground of noninterference in the in-
ternal affairs of another country. In
other words, let us drop the pretense
that we are leaders of the free world
anymore. We are like neighbors seeing
a crime on the street and pulling the
shade; we do not want to get involved.

So lesson No. 1: America is incapable
of acting for good ends in the world.
We no longer understand the relation-
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ship between force and diplomacy.
You say you want negotiation? But
you need an instrument of negotia-
tion. With whom will the Sandinistas
negotiate if we turn the democratic re-
sistance into refugees?

Lesson No. 2: So consumed by parti-
san politics are we that a fixed deter-
mination has been reached that
Ronald Reagan shall not have a signif-
icant victory in the case of Nicaragua.
Never mind that democracy and secu-
rity for the whole area are at risk,
Reagan must be defeated. The parti-
san and destructive edge to this debate
is there for fair-minded people to read.

There are two sides down in Nicara-
gua. One is supported by the Soviets,
and one is supported by our Govern-
ment. Too many have ideological fil-
ters which color and distort what they
see in Nicaragua. But who is really for
peace? Do we want a negotiated settle-
ment? You cannot support peace and
the Sandinistas. The people who are
for a negotiated settlement and peace
are the democratic resistance in Nica-
ragua. Those are the folks you want to
turn into refugees and drive them out
of their country or make them disarm
and surrender. Do you think disarm-
ing the resistance is going to advance
anybody’s cause except Cuba's? The
Soviet Union’s?

And what are you doing to democra-
cy? In Brazil the President just died.
The outpouring of anguish over that
sad event is very significant. In Argen-
tina the democratically elected Gov-
ernment is wrestling with the problem
of the generals. Peru just had an elec-
tion. El Salvador has had three in the
last 2 years. The forces of democracy
are resurgent in Latin America.

Why in the midst of this remarkable
and blessed turn of events do we facili-
tate the Communist cancer in Nicara-
gua and help it to metastasize up and
down the Isthmus? For us to turn our
backs on the democratic opposition in
Nicaragua is no less than tragic, and
make no mistake, this is not a local-
ized issue; it has worldwide implica-
tions. Our signals here are false, con-
fused, and spread despair. We tell the
world, do we not, that when the real
crunch comes, “Don't look to the
United States"?

‘We have very little margin for error.
All right, gentlemen, you are going to
win this, and go ahead and write your
“Dear Commandante” letters. Write a
dozen of them and see what happens.
And draft your toothless resolutions
and wallow in your impotence. But
someday our children are going to ask,
“Why did you let it happen?”

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Lousiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman quoted Lenin a little
while ago, and I thought he would be
interested in this quote. This is from
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Lenin, and perhaps it has some rel-
evance today.

Lenin said: “We must be ready to
employ trickery, deceit, lawbreaking,
withholding and concealing of the
truth. We can and must write in lan-
guage which sows among the masses
hate, revulsion, scorn, and the like
toward those who disagree with us.”

Now, is the Sandinista government
not doing that very effectively today?

Mr. HYDE. Yes. Prince Otto von
Bismarck said of his enemies. “Leave
them only their eyes to weep with.”

That is what we are going to leave
the people of Nicaragua after we pull
out and absorb ourselves in whatever
else interests us that is more impor-
tant than democracy and freedom in
Central America.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. Of course, I yield to my
friend, the gentleman from California.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, I have a simple, direct
question. Is your church and faith
that you love, the Catholic Church,
being persecuted, in your estimation,
in the nation of Nicaragua?

Mr. HYDE. Well, I attended the
People’s Church down there, Father
Malina’s church, and I saw Christ por-
trayed as a guerrilla fighter behind
the altar. That is an obscenity as far
as I am concerned.

Yes, I think the church, in America
which once was the bulwark against
communism, has unfortunately in too
many ways been much too tolerant of
those whose hostility to organized reli-
gion is historic and unchanging.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman has a fine
reputation for doing deep research
and applying himself to his work when
he approaches a problem.

Why does the gentleman think over
a 4-year period there has been a perse-
cution of the Catholic Church, with
the expulsion of nine good foreign
priests? One of them has come up here
to Washington and could not get inter-
views with some gentleman of a differ-
ent opinion than ours.

And why do you feel this message of
religious persecution of fundamental
Protestant churches, particularly
among the natives along the eastern
seaboard on the Caribbean Atlantic
side, has taken place, and why has
that persecution message not swept
across this country?

Mr. HYDE. I think that too many
churchmen feel guilty about the
former identification of the church
with the rich and the oppressive
people in Central America, and they
are trying to make up for it by bend-
ing over backward and now identifying
with the liberation theologians who
combine the form of the church and
the substance of Marxist analysis, and
they cannot blame the people, they
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blame the system and alleged exploita-
tion by the United States and the mul-
tinational corporations. And I think it
is clear that the hierarchy has moved
far to the left. Obviously the first
draft of the bishop's pastoral letter on
the economy showed that. The pasto-
ral letter on the nuclear bomb showed
a sympathy for appeasement and paci-
fism that is disturbing. And I think
their failure to understand that there
are two irreconcilable faiths, freedom
and communism; and that communism
is organized and aggressive some 9500
miles from our border, is tragic, tragic,
tragic.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, does the gentleman believe
that Archbishop O’'Connor was trying
to tell us something in this Congress
when he said, “The so-called Contras
are impeding”—that is the action verb
in this sentence, “impeding”—‘the so-
lidifying of communism in Managua”?
Is that not a strong statement?

Mr,. HYDE. Well, I have no comment
at all on that because I read Archbish-
op O'Connor’s statement to our sub-
committee, and I am bewildered,
frankly. He said military aid to the
democratic resistance in Nicaragua is
both illegal and immoral. I find myself
in sad and comprehensive disagree-
ment with him and the many other
bishops who share his view.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. Yes, I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair-
man, I certainly appreciate what the

gentleman in the well said, and I think
he has just been right on target on
Central and South America. We have
just gotten back from a trip where sev-
eral Members of Congress went to five
countries in Central America and two
countries in South America.
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I had been in Central America 12
months before. It seems that things
are settling down now in Central
America and it seems to me that de-
mocracy is going to work if we contin-
ue to support those persons who are
seeking democracy.

We met with President Duarte. I
think you can get a lesson from him as
to what democracy really means and
generally he supports what we are
about to vote on today.

I want to commend the gentleman.
He certainly has been helpful and he
has been down there, like most Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives
have.

Mr. HYDE. The gentleman knows
that all the leaders in that area sup-
port what we are doing privately. Not
all of them will tell you that publicly,
but anyone who has been down there
and has not been escorted around by
Sandinista soldiers gets the straight
story.
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I was amused by a story in the Post
today where they asked the former
Minister of Labor whether we should
aid the Contras. He smiled and said,
“That is up to you."

Do you think that gentleman could
say, “Yes, give money, military aid %o
the Contras” and stay free down there
for very long?

They also refer to the Archbishop as
a pro-Contra archbishop. That is the
sort of thing we would not talk about
up here because we do not want those
people thrown in jail, but the Post re-
porter did not seem to mind.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. It seems also
that if we vote down this resolution,
and it has been said here before that
in effect that pulls the rug out from
what we have been trying to do down
there for a number of months, and as
I said earlier, our Latin American pro-
gram is working.

Mr. HYDE. The Soviet long-range
strategic plan is to get us out of
Europe. What better way than to
cause us so much trouble in Central
America that we will have to pull back
from NATO and focus our attention
below the Rio Grande. That is precise-
ly what they want, and you people
who are so dedicated to our commit-
ment in the Middle East better look
around the corner and see what hap-
pens when Central America goes and
we retrench from our commitments in
the Middle East and in Europe, be-
cause that is the Soviet long-range
strategy. We do not have any. We
react from Congress to Congress and
have to micro-manage foreign policy
with transient Congressmen.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. MILLER of Washington. The
speaker before, the gentleman from
California, had said that the answer to
this was that we should try to help al-
leviate poverty, that that was the way
to bring peace. I would be interested in
hearing the response of the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois in the
context of this Nicaragua situation.

Mr. HYDE. The Kissinger Commis-
sion, a bipartisan Commission with
some very prestigious Democrats on it,
decided that they need about $8 bil-
lion in Central America over 5 years,
three-quarters of it in economic aid
and one-quarter in military aid, be-
cause you cannot build up the infra-
structure and the economy of a gov-
ernment if they are busy fighting a
civil war; so first, you must settle the
guerrilla insurgency in El1 Salvador
and then you can look to reconstruc-
tion and building up the economy.
That is the way to raise the standard
of living down there to foster democra-
cy and to bring freedom to that area.

But instead we are tolerating and by
this vote encouraging the mainte-
nance, the continuation of a fraudu-
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lent revolutionary government, the
Sandinistas.

I stood where the gentleman stood
in 1979 and voted for millions of dol-
lars for the Sandinista government in
the hope and in the expectation that
they would be democratic. I relied on
the expressed hopes of the majority
leader, “Give us these tools,” he said,
“to make democracy work."”

I was willing to do it, but we were
lied to by the Sandinistas and I have
seen these promises broken and rebro-
ken. They are a Communist revolu-
tionary government. They have got
over 3,000 political prisoners in jail. No
one ever bothers to see them.

If the Contras were so vicious, why
are they growing every day? Fifteen
thousand people are in their forces
and the Sandinistas have to have a
draft that everyone is trying to dodge.

You do not have to be too smart to
understand that the Contras, which is
not a bad term, by the way, Contra
tyranos, “against tyranny"” are fight-
ing for freedom. They are fighting to
free their country from the plague of
communism.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman pointed out what the
Soviets would really like is for us to
divert our forces from Western Europe
over to Central America; yet one of
the presumed arguments from the
other side is that, oh, my goodness, if
we feed the Contras we will somehow
involve ourselves in a bigger war and
ultimately have to send our troops to
Central America.

Is it the gentleman’s position, does
the gentleman understand that our as-
sistance to the Contras will in any way
do that?

Mr. HYDE. Let me tell my friend
something. If you have ever been to
Cuba, it is a beautiful, warm country,
with happy people who love America,
but it is also a tragic country because
since 1959 they have rationed food and
rationed clothes. It is an economic
basket case. Why? Because Mr. Castro
has geared his country for conflict.
They have their army in Africa and
elsewhere. They are not geared for
economic growth.

Now, Nicaragua is going the same
way. It is one of the most desperately
poor countries I have ever seen and
yet it is not moving toward economic
growth—it is geared for conflict,
geared for the biggest army in the
whole area. The people are being
ground down but this is what Commu-
nists do all over the globe.

I was one who wanted to send them
millions of dollars so they could estab-
lish a decent government, but immedi-
ately they turned to Cuba. They
turned to the Soviet Union and they
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started to spread revolution down
there.

We cannot run away from it. Leba-
non is 6,000 miles away. South Korea
is 9,000 miles away. El Salvador is 900
miles away and you can ride a bicycle
from there to here.

I suggest we had better wake up and
foreign policy had better be deter-
mined by people who understand what
the struggle is about in our hemi-
sphere and in our time.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, does
the gentleman not agree that assist-
ance to the Contras will avoid us ever
having to send our young fellows down
there?

Mr. HYDE. They are willing to die
for freedom down there. They just
want us to write a check. We are un-
willing to even do that, so they will die
and they will die hungry and without
shoes. That is the result of this policy
of abandonment being urged by the
majority party.

HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will
t.he gentlema.n yield?

Mr. HYDE. Yes.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I think if we look at the model in
Central America, and you look at Mr.
Duarte, I think everybody in this
House admires him to some degree. I
think the Speaker thinks he is a good
man. He has compassion. He has a real
promise in ruling that country and
running that country.

You will never find people of that
caliber in Central American Commu-
nist states. You will find people like
Mr. Calero and Mr. Austin, the Grena-
da leaders, who believed that the way
to run a country is to line people up
against a wall and kill them.

Mr. HYDE. Can you imagine being
the head of a country that is poverty-
stricken and following as a model
Cuba, Albania, Angola, Ethiopia, the
Soviet Union, the great losers of the
world. They cannot even feed their
people. That is the model that Nicara-
gua is following. It is a great tragedy.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. HUNTER. They may be losers.
The only thing they can do effectively
is to kill people. That is what the Bul-
garians, the Libyans, the North Kore-
ans, and North Vietnamese are teach-
ing them to do.

Mr. HYDE. Oh, yes. The Soviet
Union and its client states cannot
make anything for export except refu-
gees. They make refugees better than
anybody in the world and refugees are
human beings who bleed, who weep,
and who suffer, and they are going to
make more refugees than you can
imagine as the result of what is hap-
pening in Central America and our de-
fault, our abandonment, our turning
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our backs on the people who are will-
ing to die for freedom if we will just
give them a little hand, a little help.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman referred a moment ago to
the People’s Church, about them
being misguided.

I wonder, can the gentleman from
his investigation and what he has been
reading comment about the attitude of
the vast majority of Catholics in Nica-
ragua and particularly the church
leadership, Archbishop Obando Y
Bravo, for instance?

Mr. HYDE. There are about 910
priests in Nicaragua. Fifty of them are
working with the so-called People's
Church, which is a political church at-
tempting to dilute and adulterate the
faith of the people and elevate the
state as the source of all blessings.

Do you know what they do with the
kids in school? They say, “Hold your
hands out. Pray to God for a piece of
candy. Then close your eyes. Did you
get the candy? No."”

‘“Now close your eyes and ask the
government to give you a piece of
candy.”

Of course, when they open their
eyes, the candy is there. That is what
they are doing.

Mr. DEWINE. So the statistics the
gentleman quoted show that the vast
majority then of the bishops and
priests are not with the Communisis?

Mr. HYDE. Oh, no, no.

Mr. DEWINE. I want to make that
clear.

Mr. HYDE. Exactly. The church in
Nicaragua is very loyal and under-
stands what is at stake and they are
beleaguered, they are embattled and
they live in danger.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].
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Mr. RICHARDSON. I rise in opposi-
tion to the CIA funding of the Con-
tras. I do so because I think it is the
wrong approach for U.S. policy, and
not because I am a supporter of the
Sandinistas or an opponent of the
Contras. I am appalled by their repres-
sion, their lack of commitment to de-
mocracy, and their Marxist ties. I also
believe that militarization of the area
through the United States is wrong,

On the other hand, I find that many
of the claims of colleagues of mine
from the other side of the aisle are
valid, especially when they condemn
Sandinista activities. I believe, howev-
er, that the best approach in pursuing
a viable Central American policy for
the United States should be based on
what the national security interests of
the United States are and regional sta-
bility and cooperation.
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We can bring peace to the area
through the Contadora process and
they should reconvene immediately. I
believe that the Nicaraguans, the San-
dinistas, and the Contras, have to get
together and negotiate. I believe that
the United States and the Sandinistas
have to resume their bilateral talks in
Manzanillo.

But the reason I am casting my vote
today against the Contra funds is be-
cause I believe it would further desta-
bilize the area, increase Soviet and
Cuban influence, and undercut the
Contadora process. Once again, my
vote is not for the Sandinistas or
against the Contras, who I believe
have matured politically. My vote is
because I think our policy is wrong.
Nonetheless, I commend the President
for his willingness to compromise, to
be willing to use humanitarian aid.

I think there are a lot of claims of
human rights abuses by Sandinistas
that are accurate. And I must say that
when I first went to Nicaragua I was
unaware of all the repression that ex-
isted. I will even add to some com-
ments made about Nicaraguan repres-
sion. They are repressive and they
have betrayed their revolution. There
is a lack of freedom of the press. I am
a Roman Catholic and I categorically
state that there is religious persecu-
tion. There is a lot of forced relocation
involving thousands of helpless Nica-
raguans going on that I think is unfair
to many peasants who only want to be
left alone.

By the way, I think everyone has
talked about what the Nicaraguan
people want, all of us U.8, experts
knowing what is best for the Nicara-
guans. What the Nicaraguan peasant
wants in the course of my two visits is
that Nicaraguan peasants and the Nie-
araguan people just want to be left
alone. They do not care about Ronald
Reagan or Karl Marx or BiL. RIcH-
ARDSON or HENrY HyDE. They want to
be left alone, to live their lives in
peace.

I think that what we need to do is
fundamentally assist that objective—
to stay out militarily, but to assist the
objectives, peace through negotiations.

The Sandinistas, furthermore, in my
judgment, are interested in increasing
their own power internally—I think
their elections, if you compare them to
many others, were probably unfair in
that they harassed the opposition and
prevented active campaigning. On the
other hand, I think it was a mistake
for Mr. Cruz to withdraw from the
race. He might have done better for
his cause if he had men. I think that
there is no question that they are not
wearing white hats.

I have submitted a resolution which
I hope my colleagues sponsor that con-
demns the human rights abuses and
the lack of democratic principles of
the Sandinistas, but also condemns
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the activities of the Contras. And my
colleagues cannot tell me that Ameri-
ca's Watch and Amnesty International
and many other respected human
rights organizations that say that the
Contras militarily have engaged in
gross human rights violations are not
true, because they are true. And cer-
tain Contras elements have been in-
volved in a number of incidents includ-
ing the destruction of property, and
the death of civilians. And I think if
we are going to be calling a spade a
spade, we should do so. Both sides vio-
late human rights rather blatantly.
Neither side wears white hats.

So what do we do? What do we do
about this peace process of the Con-
tras group, the Caleno group and the
Pastora group in March submitted a
peace plan? I think that peace plan of
the Caleno group is a good way to
start. I think that peace plan which
calls for elections, an amnesty, a cease-
fire, and a return to democratic princi-
ples and many other sound points is a
sound way to start. I believe we should
take the Contra peace plan seriously—
the Sandinistas should respond. It is
important that we and the Contra
group get the Sandinistas and the
Contras to the bargaining table. The
Sandinistas should be held accounta-
ble if they disapprove.

The issue then is how do we best
pressure the Sandinistas to reduce
their Soviet ties and moderate their
behavior, and how do we protect U.S.
security. There are no pure and clean
good guys in this whole Nicaraguan
process, but we should strengthen any

moderate forces. I must respectfully
disagree with them. Those that say
that all of the Contras are bad, There
are some good people there like
Adolph Caleno and Arters Cruz. There

is a detailed study, however, that
shows that most of the Contra mili-
tary leadership, are former members
of the Somoza regime. This is not
good, because Somoza was a disastrous
ruler, worse than the Sandinistas. And
I will submit for the REcorp a report
by the Arms Control and Foreign
Policy Caucus to support my conten-
tion:

WHO ARE THE CONTRAS?

(An analysis of the makeup of the military
leadership of the rebel forces, and of the
nature of the private American groups
providing them financial and material
support)

The United States has been supporting
armed opposition to the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment since 1981. Over $80 million report-
edly has been spent to build and maintain a
force of from 10,000 to 15,000 “contras.” In
the next week, Congress again faces the de-
cision of whether to resume funding for the
contras.

The purpose of this report is to analyze
the leadership and membership of the con-
tras, and the nature and goals of the private
organizations which provide their financial
and material support. The report is divided
into two sections. The first describes and as-
sesses the make-up of the contras; the
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second describes the private American orga-
nizations that assist them.

Information published by the Nicaraguan
Government has not been used in this
report. Instead, the report is based primari-
ly on extensive interviews with former high-
ranking officials of the primary contra force
(the FDN), literature published by the
FDN, and interviews with representatives of
organizations that ald the contras. While we
recognize there are limitations in this ap-
proach, the Executive Branch has thus far
failed to respond to our requests for specific
information on the structure and leaders of
the FDN military command. We hope that
publication of this report will focus closer
attention on the significant guestions it
seeks to address.

SUMMARY

In summary, the conclusions of the report
are as follows:

While the “foot-soldiers” of the FDN
Army are largely peasants, the army is orga-
nized and commanded by former National
Guardsmen. In the first publicly avallable
organizational chart of the high command
of the FDN military force, the report finds
that 46 of the 48 positions in the FDN's
command structure are held by former
Guardsmen.

‘While the FDN's civilian directorate has
been cleansed to minimize the role of
former Guardsmen and Somoza associates,
the military leadership has not been. As a
result, the key military strategist positions,
including the Strategic Commander, are
held by ex-National Guardsmen; as are all
of the General Staff, four out of five of the
Central Commanders; six out of seven of
the Regional Commanders; and probably all
30 Task Force commanders.

Up to 20 private groups in the United
States have provided the contras with sub-
stantial financial and material aid (appar-
ently some $5 million) in the past year.
Most of these groups are not traditional
relief organizations or other established
groups recognized as providing humanitari-
an aid, but rather are ultra-conservative or
paramilitary groups on the fringe of Ameri-
can political opinion.

These groups are largely operated by a
small group of about half a dozen men,
mostly with military or paramilitary back-
grounds, whose close association often
means that the groups work in tandem.

A major “relief” effort for the Miskito In-
dians living on the Honduran-Nicaraguan
border has had the effect of maintaining
the MISURA “contra” army. One of the
groups contributing to this effort is funded
in large part by Rev. Moon's Unification
Church.

SECTION I—WHO ARE THE CONTRAS?

An analysis of the military leadership of the
FDN

Contrasting claims have been made about
the background of the contras by the
United States and Nicaraguan Govern-
ments. Nicaragua states that they are “basi-
cally former Somoza National Guardsmen
who are engaged in terrorism against the
Nicaraguan people,” while the United
States maintains that in the “democratic re-
sistance . . . nearly all of the opposition
leaders opposed Somoza.” Our research in-
dicates that the truth is somewhere in be-
tween.

This section attempts to resolve the dif-
ferences between these two extreme posi-
tions by describing for Congress—to the best
of our knowledge, for the first time in un-
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classified form—the military make-up of the
Nicaraguan Democratic Force (FDN).

This section concludes that:

FDN and U.S. Government claims that
the FDN is largely a “peasant army” of
Nicaraguans disaffected with their govern-
ment are accurate.

In contrast to FDN claims about the mili-
tary leadership of the contras (which the
State Department has given credence by
publishing), 46 of the 48 positions in the
FDN military leadership are held by ex-Na-
tional Guardsmen. These include the Stra-
tegic Commander, the Regional Command
Coordinator, all five members of the Gener-
al Staff, four out of five Central Command-
ers, five out of six regional commanders,
and all 30 task force commanders.

While the core of the General and Central
Command Staff is admittedly fluid, with
personnel changing titles and duties over
time, regional and task force commanders
acquire personal control over their forces,
and change infrequently. In any event, the
over-all structure detailed here has existed
for the past 16 months, and the personnel
and duties listed were verified less than two
weeks ago.

Certain individuals in the leadership, in-
cluding expecially controversial ones such
as Ricardo Lau (an ex-National Guard offi-
cer reputed to have engaged in numerous
atrocities both in the Gurad and in the
FDN), have taken a less “visible” role in
recent months in order to make the nature
of the contra army more acceptable to Con-
gress. Our interviews with former FDN offi-
cials, as well as the recent refusal of ARDE
commander Eden Pastora to ally his forces
with the FDN because of the involvement of
Lau and other ex-Guardsmen, indicate that
these individuals nonetheless retain signifi-
cant power in the FDN.

Blanket FDN denials of the military struc-
ture and individuals and their Guard back-
ground described in this section appear to
lack credibility., The FDN representative in
Washington, for example, claims that ex-
Guard officers Armando “the Policeman”
Lopez and Walter “Tono” Calderon Lopez,
identified by three independent sources and
numerous on-site news reports as two of the
top three FDN commanders, serve in the
minor ancillary roles of “warehouse keeper”
and “supply assistant for a base camp.” Pur-
ther, the FDN representative denies that
Col. Enrique Bermudez is the strategic com-
mander who runs the military effort (this
task is attributed to the civilian President of
the FDN directorate), or even that a con-
ventional military command structure exists
in the FDN. These denials directly contra-
dict literature published by the FDN in
Honduras, which displays a military com-
mand structure, and places Bermudez at its
head.

While the Executive Branch will likely
dispute some of the findings in this report
at a8 later date, it has thus far failed to re-
spond to a written request for specific infor-
mation on the military leadership by
Caucus Chairman McHugh, or to numerous
telephone inquiries. At this point, the only
information the Administration has made
public about the FDN military command ap-
pears to concede that FDN claims may not
be verifiable: rather than submit to Con-
gress its own analysis of FDN leadership,
the State Department attributes virtually
all of its information to “FDN reports.”

This section focuses on the FDN because
it would receive the great majority (if not
all) of U.S. funds approved for expenditure,
and because the FDN is the only significant




April 23, 1985

contra military force at present. Leadership
struggles and lack of funds have combined
to virtually bring to a halt major military
activities by ARDE's roughly 1,000 fighters
in the south and the Miskito Indians’ rough-
1y 1,500 fighters in the north.

This section analyzes the military rather
than the political leadership of the FDN for
three reasons: (a) because it is the military
leaders who make the key decisions on mili-
tary strategy and on the direction of the
war. For instance, it is the military and not
the political leaders who decide on military
operations, on tactics, and on the disciplin-
ing of commanders and troops for human
rights abuses; (b) because it remains an
open question whether the civilian leaders,
who have little if any decision-making
power now, would be able to wrest power
from the military leaders, should the rebel
forces gain victory, and (c¢) because very
little information has heretofore been made
available on the military leadership of the
FDN—in contrast to the wealth of material
the Administration has provided on the
“new” civilian leadership. Critics call this
leadership “repackaged’: prior to a reorga-
nization in 1982, nearly the entire FDN di-
rectorate was drawn from the 15th of Sep-
tember Legion, formed by ex-Guard officers
and assoclates of President Somoza shortly
after his ouster in 1979. For example, a
recent State Department publication pro-
vides biographical information on 27 “top
leaders” of the contras, only one of whom—
Bermudez—is in the FDN military appara-
tus,

The conclusions in this section are based
on extensive interviews with two former
high-ranking FDN officials, and with one of
the foremost American experts on the Nica-
raguan National Guard. News reports, in-
cluding those in the Central American press
and those based on on-site interviews,
formed the basis for the interviews. Infor-
mation published by the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment, which was found to be dated and
of questionable accuracy, was not used.

The two ex-FDN officials, Edgar Cha-
morro Coronel and Salvador Icaza, served
respectively as a member of the FDN civil-
ian directorate and the FDN’s communica-
tions liaison from 19883 to 1984. Both spent
substantial time at the FDN’s central base
and other bases in Honduras, assisted in the
investigation of regional commanders for al-
leged human rights abuses, and left the
FDN largely because it failed to purge itself
of high personnel with connections to Presi-
dent Somoza or the National Guard. In the
course of the interviews, Chamorro checked
with sources still in the FDN and brought
this material up to date.

The academic expert interviewed was Pro-
fessor Richard Millett of Southern Illinois
University—a frequent Congressional wit-
ness who is widely respected as one of the
most knowledgeable Americans on politics
and power within Somoza's National Guard.

The following chart displays the current
structure and leadership of the military
command of the FDN. Most leaders are
identified by their “noms de guerre,” as
they are in the FDN. Of the 48 positions in
the command structure, our two sources
who were formerly in the FDN claim that
46 are filled by former National Guardsmen.

Military Command Structure: FDN

Strategic commander: Enrique Bermudez
(el Commandante Estrategico), Supreme
commander and chief of staff; coordinator,
regional commands: W. “Tono” Calderon
Lopez, coordinates from 8,000 to 12,000 com-
batants.
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General staff

G-1, Personnel: “The Deer’”; G-2, Intelli-
gence: “The Bull”; G-3, Operations: “Mike
Lima”; G-4, Logistics: Armando “The Po-
liceman” Lopez; G-5, Psychological War-
fare: “Invisible”.

Central commanders

Air Operations: Juan Gomez; Counter-In-
telligence: Ricardo Lau; MISURA Liaison:
Justiciano Perez; Special Forces: “Little
Bird"”; Infantry Training School:?

Regional commanders—direct from 500 to

2,000 combatants

Nicarao: Commandante ‘“Mack™; Segovia:
Commandante Dr. “Aureliano”; Jorge Sala-
zar: Commandante “Quiche"”; Rafaela Her-
rera: Commandante “Little Tiger", Dirian-
gen: Commandante “Dimas’; San Jacinto:
Commandante “Renato".

Task force commanders

2 to 8 task force commanders serve under
a regional command,; each directs some 250
combatants.

General Description

In this command structure, the Strategic
Commander is the director of military strat-
egy and operations, He is assisted in plan-
ning and implementing strategy by his gen-
eral staff and central commanders. All but
one of the 12 top central staff were former-
ly in the Guard. Overall control of the pri-
mary combat units is given to the second-
ranking officer, the coordinator of regional
commands.

Each of the six regional commanders (five
of whom were in the Guard) has a number
of task force commanders operating under
his control. The regional and task force
commanders are referred to as ‘“‘comman-
dante” and command the personal loyalty
of their troops. These are the key military
field leaders. Our sources claim that most
and probably all of the 30 task force com-
manders are former Guards. These com-
manders in turn break their 250-combatant
commands into three “groups” of 70 (with
the remaining personnel performing central
command duties for the task force).

Roughly 80 percent of the group leaders
have no prior service in the National Guard;
this ratio is the reverse of what existed two
years ago, before the expansion of the FDN.
The groups are then broken down into
three detachments of 20 combatants each
(again, with the remainder performing cen-
tral command duties for the group). Nearly
all the detachment leaders have no prior
Guard service.

FDN combatants are estimated at between
8,000 and 12,000, rather than the 15,000
claimed by the FDN. The lower figure was
provided by Chamorro, who states that
when he was responsible for public relations
for the FDN, he was under instructions to
routinely double the actual size of the FDN.
Whatever the true figure, FDN combatants
are largely peasants who are disaffected
with Sandinista policies. In sum, the FDN is
a peasant army with ex-Guard leadership.

Identification and Description of Military

Le TS

Strategic commander: Enrique Bermudez

Mr. Bermudez is a former Colonel of the
National Guard. Along with Aristedes San-
chez (General Secretary of the FDN's civil-
ian directorate, formerly a wealthy land-
owner and close associate of the late Gener-
al Somoza) and Adolfo Calero (head of the
civilian directorate, and a leader of the busi-
ness opposition to Somoza) Bermudez is
part of the informal triumvirate that de-
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cides strategy for the civilian directorate.
Bermudez controls military operations.

Bermudez, who led the Nicaraguan contin-
gent in the OAS occupation of the Domini-
can Republic in 1965, was Nicaragua’'s mili-
tary attache in Washington for the last
three years of Somoza's rule, Following So-
moza's ouster, he helped found the 15th of
Beptember Legion with some 60 former
Guard officers, which was the nucleus of
the FDN at its founding in 1981,

Bermudez increased his operational con-
trol over the FDN when he dismissed his
Chief of Staff, former Guard officer Emilio
Echevarry, and a number of his assistants in
1983 following a CIA-assisted investigation
into Echevarry’s handling of FDN funds.
Bermudez did not replace Echevarry, and
instead has assumed many of his functions.

Bermudez is assisted, in addition to the
military staff described below, by a number
of former Somoza supporters and National
Guard officers who arrange for the procure-
ment of weapons and supplies, and carry out
a variety of special missions in surveillance,
communications and special military tasks.
These individuals are not part of the formal
structure of the FDN, but are an important
operations component. They include: Enri-
que “Cuco” (The Cuckoo) Sanchez, a former
land-owner and deputy for Somoza's party
in the Nicaraguan parliament and brother
of General Secretary Aristedes Sanchez; the
Teffel brothers, Jose and Jaime, associates
of Somoza; and two brothers, former Guard
officers, the “Shermans."”

Bermudez' presence in the FDN has been
cited by some contra leaders, such as Eden
Pastora and Brooklyn Rivera, as a primary
reason why they refuse to join in a coalition
with the FDN. Chamorro and Icaza left the
FDN in large part because Bermudez would
not remove his associates from the 15th of
September Legion from the FDN command
structure.

Coordinator, regional commanders: Walter
“Tono" Calderon Lopez

“Tono,” a former Guard officer who was
once a regional commander in the FDN, oc-
cupies this second-most powerful military
position—the equivalent of what is known in
western military parlance as a Theater Op-
erations Commander. He directs the six re-
glonal commanders, and he can call on the
general staff and central commanders to
assist them. Tono is identified in a Febru-
ary, 1984 publication of the FDN in Hondu-
ras as commander of tactical operations,
which appears to be the same functional
role as regional coordinator.

General staff, personnel (G-1): “El Venado™
(the Deer)

“El Venado,” a former Guard officer, was
a Task Force commandante for the FDN.
When he was badly wounded in an attack
on the town of Ocotal, in the northern-most
Nicaraguan province of Nueva Segovia, he
moved to the general staff, G-1 is responsi-
ble for record-keeping and advises the Stra-
tegic Commander on personnel placement.

General staff, intelligence (G-2): “El Toro"
(the Bull)

“El Toro” was a colonel in the National
Guard. G-2 is responsible for ascertaining
the whereabouts and abilities of Nicaraguan
military units. “El Toro"” replaced Edgard
Hernandez, a former Guard officer dis-
%ssed with Chief of Staff Emilio Echevarry

1983.
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General staff, operations (G-3): “Mike
Lima"

“Mike Lima,” or “M.L."”, was the most
widely renowned of the FDN's regional com-
manders prior to moving to the General
Staff. A former Guard officer, he led the
Diriangen regional command, with up to
2,000 fighters. This was the most militarily
active of the commands. While a regional
commander, he was badly wounded in a
mortar explosion, and lost an arm. G-3's re-
sponsibilities include planning overall re-
quirements and strategy for operations, in
consultation with the Coordinator of Re-
gional Commands.

General staff, logistics (G-4): Armando “El
Policia” (the Policeman) Lopez

Armando Lopez, a former captain in the
National Guard, was one of the founders of
the 15th of September Legion; he is ex-
tremely close to Bermudez, and has been
seen by some as his second in command at
times. He has dismissed the possibility of a
negotiations with the Nicaraguan Govern-
ment, although this is a stated goal of the
FDN's civilian directorate: ‘“He who speaks
of dialogue with the Communists speaks of
wasting his time.” G-4's responsibilities
focus on supplying the regional commands
and task forces.

General staff, psychological warfare (G-5):
“El Invisible"

“El Invisible,” a former Guard officer, is
responsible for planning activities that
weaken the control of the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment over its armed forces and the civil-
ian population. Such activities can include
distributing leaflets that offer rewards for
desertion, or broadcasting information that
discredits the Sandinistas. “El Invisible” re-
placed Manuel Caceres, a former Guard of-
ficer now living in the Dominican Republic.
This staff position has rotated more fre-
quently than others, and “El Invisible” may
shortly be returning to Task Force com-
mand.

Central command, head of air operations:
Juan Gomez

Gomez was & Guard officer who served as
Somoza's personal pilot., He now performs
the same function for Bermudez, as well as
overseeing the operation of the small
number of reconnaissance, cargo and rotary
aircraft that formm the FDN's air force.
Gomez was in the 15th of September
Legion, as well as the original FDN director-
ate.

Central command, head of counter-
intelligence: Ricardo Lau

Lau is a former Guard officer whose serv-
ice in the FDN has been cited by contra
leaders Eden Pastora and Brooklyn Rivera
as a primary reason for their refusal to par-
ticipate in a coalition with the FDN. Lau
has recently been accused (by a former Sal-
vadoran Army colonel) of procuring former
Guards to assassinate Salvadoran Archbish-
op Romero in 1980—a new accusation which
comes on top of long-standing charges that
he has engaged in numerous atrocities, both
as & Guardsman and in the FDN.

Lau was in the 15th of September Legion,
as well as the original FDN directorate. In
1983, the FDN anounced that Lau had been
removed from the formal post of head of
counter-intelligence, apparently to encour-
age the formation of a broad coalition of
“contra” groups. Nonetheless, our sources
contend that Lau continues to function as
he had before, albeit with a lower public
profile, and retains responsibility for pre-
venting infiltration of the FDN by agents of
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the Nicaraguan Government and for enforc-
ing discipline for Bermudez.

Lau's extremely close alllance with Ber-
mudez leads our former FDN sources to be-
lieve that as long as Bermudez is Strategic
Commander, Lau will play an important
role in the FDN—'"forever.” Lau is assisted
in counter-intelligence by Armando Lopez’
son, known as “El Policito” (the little police-
man) and “El Bestia” (the beast).

Central command, MISURA liaison:
Justiciano Perez

Perez, a former Guard officer, has also
been cited by other contra leaders as an un-
acceptable member of any military or politi-
cal coalition. Perez commanded Somoza’s in-
fantry training school, and was personally
close to Somoza. He too was formally re-
moved from the FDN leadership in 1983,
but continues in a key role as Bermudez' li-
aison with the MISURA military force,
which operates in North-eastern Nicaragua
under the command of Miskito Indian
leader Steadman Fagoth.

Central command, forces: “El
Pajarito” (Little Bird)

“El Pajarito” leads small groups (of up to
75 fighters) into Nicaragua to perform sabo-
tage and other special missions requiring
rapid movement. He is a young man, and al-
though his father was a Guard officer, he
was & medical student in Mexico during the
revolution and never served in the Guard.

Central command, infantry training school:
name unknown

A former Guard officer commands the in-
fantry training school at Las Vegas, and
which is currently diminishing in size, This
officer replaced Hugh Villagra, a former
Guard officer whom Bermudez allegedly
ousted as a rival in 1984, Assisting the head
of the training school in the recent past was
a third Sanchez, Victor, whose two other
brothers, Aristedes and Enrique “Cuco”,
have been discussed above.

Reglonal command, Nicarao: Commandante
“Mack”

The Nicarao (a popular contraction of
“Nicaragua”) command is led by Comman-
dante “Mack,” a former Guardsman, His
four Task Forces are all commanded by
former Guardsmen, known as “El Cascavel”
(the Rattlesnake), ‘03", “Ersi”, and
“Ocran”. FDN publications in Honduras
confirm Mack’s identity as head of this com-
mand.

Regional command, Rafaela Herrera:
Commandante “Tigrillo” (Little Tiger)

The Rafaels Herrera command, named
after a legendary Nicaraguan heroine, is
commanded by Commandante ‘“Tigrillo,”
the only Regional Commander (in fact, the
only one of the top 48 military leaders in
the FDN besides “El Pajarito,” Head of the
Special Forces) who Is not a former Nation-
al Guardsman. Tigrillo participated in the
revolution, although he may not have been
a Sandinista. His Task Force commanders
are all former Guards. Two of them are
identified by their nicknames, *“Atila"”
(Attila the Hun) and “Tiro Al Blanco"
(Target-Shooter). FDN publication in Hon-
duras confirm the identifies of Tigrillo,
Atila and Tiro Al Blanco in these roles.

Regional command, Diriangen:
Commandante “Dimas’

The Dirilangen command, named after a
legendary Indian chief, is commanded by
Commandante “Dimas.” Dimas, a former
Guardsman, had been a Task Force com-
mander in Diriangen. He replaced “Mike
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Lima" when Lima was wounded and became
G-3. All of Dimas' Task Forces are com-
manded by former Guards. FDN publica-
tions in Honduras confirm Dimas’ prior role
of Task Force commander.

Regional command, Segovia: Commandante
Dr. Aureliano

The Segovia command, named after the
province of most FDN activity, the moun-
tainous border province of Nueva Segovia, is
commanded by a former Guardsman who
also has studied medicine. All of Aureliano’s
Task Forces are commanded by former
Guardsmen. FDN publications in Honduras
confirm Aureliano’s role in this regional
command.

Regional command, Jorge Salazar:
Commandante “Quiche"

The Jorge Salazar command, named after
a leader of the business coalition COSEP
who was killed by Nicaraguan police in 1980
(and whose widow serves on the FDN’s civil-
ian directorate), is commanded by a former
Guardsman. Commandante “Quiche” has
adopted an Indian name, although he is not
himself an Indian. He was a Task Force
commander under Walter Calderon ‘“Tono”
Lopez, who left this reglonal command to
become coordinator of the regional com-
mands. All of Quiche’s Task Forces are com-
manded by former Guards. One task force is
led by “Franklin.”

Regional command, San Jacinto:
Commandante “Renato”

The San Jacinto command, named after a
famous battle in Nicaraguan history, is com-
manded by a former Guardsman. Comman-
dante “Renato” presides over this smallest
of the regional commands (probably some
500 fighters). His Task Forces are all com-
manded by former National Guards. Renato
has been identified in this role in FDN pub-
lications in Honduras.

BECTION II—WHO AIDS THE CONTRAS

An analysis of the private American groups
providing financial and material assistance

Close to 20 privately incorporated U.S.
groups have reportedly sent (or plan soon to
send) ald, supplies or cash contributions to
Nicaraguan refugees in Honduras and to the
contras themselves. This section analyzes
the activities of these groups and their
backgrounds.

An analysis of these groups, with an em-
phasis on the six or seven which provide the
lion’s share of the $5 million in private
funds which has reportedly reached the
contras in the last year, shows the follow-
ing:

They are not the establishment conserva-
tive groups known to support administra-
tion policies in Central America, but rather
are ultra-conservative, even approaching
fringe, activist groups. For instance, one
group helped provide mercenaries to protect
the white government in Rhodesia and an-
other has included in its international mem-
bership at least one neo-fascist party, whose
chief had served in Mussolini's government.

While some of these untraconservative
groups have existed for decades, others have
been formed in the last year or even in the
last six months—with the primary if not
sole purpose to aid the contras.

The groups receive their funds from a
wide variety of sources—including individual
Americans, U.S. corporations (such as phar-
maceutical companies who have contributed
medical supplies), and Rev. Moon’s Unifica-
tion Church.
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Although many of the groups argue that
they provide “humanitarian aid” only, they
are not in any way associated with (nor do
they coordinate efforts with) the broad
community of recognized humanitarian
relief or refugee organization, such as
Catholic Relief Service, the World Relief

tion, or the U.N. High Commission
for Refugees (UNHCR). In fact, some of
these recognized relief organizations have
expressed concern that the private groups
will politicize their relief efforts, and have
contended that the so-called “humanitari-
an” aid to Miskito refugees on the Nicara-
guan border actually sustains the MISURA
contra army’s military base camps.

The individual driving forces behind the
major groups are 8 small group of about a
half a dozen men, most of whom have mili-
tary or paramilitary backgrounds or merce-
nary experience, and who often participate
in more than one organization. For instance,
three assistant editors of Soldier of Fortune
magazine (which has sent direct aid to the
contras) also run or are board members of
three other separate groups seeking to aid
the contras. And the chairman of the group
which may have provided the most aid, re-
tired Gen. John Singlaub, also is closely as-
sociated with four other U.S. groups aiding
the contras. (Prior to being relieved by
President Carter of his South Korea com-
mand, Gen. Singlaub headed the Unconven-
tional Warfare Task Force in Vietnam.)

While many of the groups work closely to-
gether, they have different stated purposes.
Some openly admit their aid is for military
purposes (and includes boots, uniforms and
even personnel.) Others insist their aid
reaches only needy refugees, and is in no
way related to the contra war. Most groups
call their aid “humanitarian,” but either
privately or publicly acknowledge that some
of it (e.g. medical supplies and food) ends up
at contra camps, These groups also have
conceded that their “humanitarian” aid to
refugees (which include families of the con-
tras) may indirectly aid the contras by free-
ing up the contra accounts to purchase
weapons and pay combatants.

The research for this section is based pri-
marily on individual personal interviews
with spokespeople or directors for virtually
all of the groups, as well as publicly avail-
able information.

A description of each of these groups and
their activities follows:

WoRLD ANTI-COMMUNIST LEAGUE

The World Anti-Communist League,
formed in the 1960’s by Nationalist Chinese
to fight communism, claims to act as an
“umbrella group” for many of the smaller
and newer groups aiding the contras.
Headed by retired Army General John Sing-
laub (who commanded U.S. troops in South
Korea until he was relieved by President
Carter, and who previously pioneered new
techniques of unconventional warfare as
head of the Joint Unconventional Task
Force in Vietnam), the group coordinates
fund-raising from U.S. groups, U.S. individ-
uals, U.S. corporations, and forelgn govern-
ments. According the Gen. Singlaub, funds
raised by WACL have purchased food, medi-
cine, boots, outboard motors, and office sup-
plies, and have thus allowed the contras to
use their cash for weapons and ammunition.

The WACL, in recent years, has been sub-
Jjected to increasing charges of anti-semitism
and neo-fascism. In 1973, charging anti-sem-
itism, its British chapter resigned. Five
years later at an annual convention, its
Mexican delegation attacked NBC’'s “Holo-
caust” program as “another gigantic cam-
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paign of Jewish propaganda to conceal their
objectives of world domination.” In the
same year, WACL extended membership to
Italy’s principal neo-facist party, which was
headed by a member of Mussolini’s govern-
ment. One of its former chairmen has es-
poused the concept of genetic purity and
calls for artificial insemination and sperm
banks to maintain racial purity.
Soldier of Fortune: El Salvador/Nicaragua
Defense Fund

According to the magazine's editor, Sol-
dier of Fortune’'s Defense Fund has provid-
ed boots and military uniforms to the Nica-
raguan contras. In conjunction with several
other groups (see Air Commandos, Refugee
Relief International, and Institute for Re-
gional and International Studies), Soldier of
Fortune is one of the larger and more ag-
gressive recruiters on behalf of private aid
to the contras.

Soldier of Fortune is a monthly journal
widely considered to be a major source of in-
formation for mercenaries. Its classified ads
offer information on how to obtain and use
weapons and explosives, as well as refer-
ences on individual mercenaries. It assisted
the white minority government of Rhodesia
in procuring mercenaries. Among its more
recent projects have been the ralsing of
funds for Afghan guerillas, and the offering
of a $100,000 reward in gold to any pilot de-
fecting with materials implicating the Rus-
sians for participating in biological warfare.

The Caribbean Commission

The Caribbean Commission, formed in
1979 with the help of pro-Somoza Nicara-
guan exiles when Somaza's fall seemed im-
minent, has provided some 50,000 pounds of
materials—particularly clothing and medical
equipment—to Nicaraguan refugees on the
Honduran border, including families of the
contras. In addition, they have provided
some specific medical equipment to the con-
tras, including an x-ray machine.

The Commission is headed by Dr. Alton
Oschner, Jr., whose father’s similarly ori-
ented organization (Information Council of
the Americas) broadcast “truth tapes”
throughout Latin America in the early '60’s
warning about the spread of communism in
Latin America. According to Dr. Oshcner,
he was also involved in establishing Friends
of the Americas (see below.)

The purpose of the group is to “maintain,
promote and strengthen the free enterprise
system in the western hemisphere in order
to prevent totalitarian infiltration in this
part of the world.”

Friends of the Americas

Friends of the Americas was founded in
April of 1984 as a charitable organization
which aids, among others, Miskito Indian
refugees in Honduras. According to its co-di-
rector Diane Jenkins, it has in the past year
sent to Honduras 10 medical teams, 5,000
pairs of children’s shoes, and some food.

Mrs. Jenkins vehemently denies providing
any ald to MISURA, the major military arm
of the Miskitos. However, Congressional
staff members and Catholic Rellef Service
workers who have visited the area contend
that ald from FOA and others has the
effect of keeping the refugees directly on
the border (rather than north of the border
where the United Nations has bona fide ref-
ugee camps) and thus of sustalning
MISURA base camps.

Further doubts about the ultimate desti-
nation of the aid are fueled by advertise-
ments such as one which appeared in a FOA
Newsletter last fall, which appealed for
“cash contributions,” for “a large airplane,”

8993

for “boats and outboard motors,” and for
such militarily-oriented equipment as
radios, walkie-talkies and a satellite dish.

Friends of the Americas is one of the
better known groups in large part due to its
leadership: Director Woody Jenkins, a Lou-
isiana State Representative who resigned
the Democratic National Committee in 1980
to campaign for Reagan, also now serves as
secretary of the Conservative Caucus’ re-
search branch and as the director of the
Council for National Policy. Mr. Jenkins
(whose wife Diane is co-director) was the
dinner-chairman of the Nicaraguan Refugee
Fund (see below), which hosted President
Reagan April 15.

International Relief Friendship Foundation

Funded largely by Reverend Moon's Unifi-
cation Church, the IRFF in the last year
has shipped 1,000 pounds of clothing and
seven tons of food and medicine to Miskito
Indian refugees in Honduras. The group
denies providing any aid to the military arm
of the Miskitos, and asserts that much of
the aid has gone to children.

According to the director of IRFF, the or-
ganization was started in 1976 with a
$225,000 grant from the Unification
Church. 90 percent of their present annual
budget of under $200,000 still comes from
the Church.

Also according to the director, IRFF has
worked with the political arm of the
Church, Causa International, which he as-
serted had paid $3,000 to fly one of IRFF's
shipments to Honduras last summer.

As with aid provided by FOA (see above),
IRFF's aid is distributed to “recently ar-
rived refugees” directly on the border,
rather than to internationally-sponsored (eg
UNHCR) refugee camps north of the
border. As a result, this type of aid has been
subject to criticisms from relief workers and
Congressional staff that it has had the
effect of maintaining the MISURA military
base camps, which are also located directly
on the border.

Civilian-Military Assistance

CMA, which received press notice when a
helicopter carrying two of its men was shot
down while participating in an attack in
northern Nicaragua last fall, was formed in
1983 to take direct action against commu-
nism in Central America, and specifically to
provide training and equipment to the con-
tras.

According to CMA's director and Vietnam
veteran Tom Posey, CMA has sent the con-
tras over $200,000 (over 60 tons) in military
equipment (not including humanitarian aid)
including boots, canteens, and other sup-
plies.

In addition, perhaps more important, they
have provided manpower: in the last year,
CMA has sent Americans to work with the
contras as mechanics and medical relief
teams. CMA also claims that its personnel
operate as forward observers alongside the
contras inside Nicaragua, and, in some cases,
have handled “small weapons.” According to
Mr. Posey, CMA provided “less than 100"
Americans to the contras in the past year.

Most recently, in early April, 14 CMA-sup-
ported men were asked by the U.S. Embassy
in Honduras to leave the area.

Air Commando Association

While the Air Commandos have not to
date provided any aid to the contras, its di-
rector aims to start aid as soon as possible.
The group is awaiting clearance from the
Honduran government for delivery to the
contras of a complete 25-bed hospital.
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Air Commandos is run by retired Gen.
H.C. Aderholt, who Is also an assistance
editor of Soldier of Fortune magazine. In
addition, Mr. Aderholt served in Vietnam as
deputy to Gen. Singlaub in the Joint Uncon-
ventional Warfare Task Force.

Christian Broadcasting Network (Operation
Blessing)

Through Operation Blessing, its world-
wide relief agency, news stories report that
CBN has sent food, medical supplies and
clothing to families of the contras. CBN re-
fused to admit or deny these reports, assert-
ing only that they “help starving, displaced
people in Central America,” and that while
no “direct” aid is given to the contras, “aid
is provided to needy people wherever they

Founded by M.G. (Pat) Robertson, CBN
owns four TV stations and grosses over $50
million a yvear. Besides its regular show “the
700 Club,” CBN provides news and prayer
programming. In 1982, Robertson launched
a political lobby named the National Plan-
ning Committee, which works to change
First Amendment laws.

Refugee Relief International

Refugee Relief International, headed by
one of Soldier of Fortune's editors, has pro-
vided an unspecified amount of aid to Mis-
kito Indian refugees in Honduras—some in
“direct funds” (cash), but the majority in
medicine, food and clothing. According to
news reports (Boston Globe, 12/30/84), a
RRI pamphlet makes clear the ultimate
military purpose of these funds, by saying
“this type of (humanitarian) aid will defray
costs that the U.S. government would ordi-
narlly incur, thereby freeing a portion of its
financial allocations for additional military
and other assistance.”

RRI is headed by Thomas Reisinger, the
Assistant Director of Soldier of Fortune for
Special Projects. On the Board of RRI is re-
tired Gen. John Singlaub,

Veterans of Foreign Wars

Although the VFW voted in August of
1983 to establish a fund to provide food,
medicine and other non-military aid to the
Nicaraguan “freedom-fighters”, the fund
claims to have lasted only one year and
ralsed only $2,000. The VFW turned the
funds over to the American Security Coun-
cil Foundation. The ASC Foundation claims
to have transferred the funds to the Inter-
national Red Cross. A spokesperson for the
International Red Cross reported that after
an extensive search, no record of this trans-
action could be found.

Institute for Regional and International

Studies

The Institute for Regional and Interna-
tional Studies seeks to make available to
Salvadorans and “perhaps” to the Nicara-
guan contras (B. Globe, 12/30/84) intelli-
gence gathering and psychological oper-
ations.

The group is directed by Alexander M.S.
McColl, military affairs editor of Soldier of
Fortune Magazine. It was founded in 1982
under the auspices of the World Anti-Com-
munist League. Soldier editor-in-chief Dale
Dye asserted he did not know if any Contras
have yet been trained at IRIS.

Nicaraguan Refugee Pund

The Nicaraguan Refugee Fund is present-
ly seeking to raise $2-$5 million to aid Nica-
raguans in Honduras—in part through a
gala $250-a-head fund-raising dinner honor-
ing President Reagan on Monday, April 15.
A substantial amount is expected to go
through FOA (see above), but to date, this
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group is not known to have provided any
funds to the contras or to Nicaraguan refu-
ees.

% The sponsors and dinner committee of the
NRF represent a virtual “who’s who" of pri-
vate U.8. citizens involved in aiding the con-
tras—the dinner committee is chaired by
Friends of the America’'s Woody Jenkins
and includes J. Peter Grace (also affiliated
with the Knights of Malta), Nelson Bunker
Hunt, CBN’s Pat Richardson and Caribbean
Commission’s Dr. Ochsner. Its Honorary
Committee Includes conservative stalwarts
such as Joseph Coors and W. Clement
Stone; and its Special Committee includes
Wayne Newton and Roger Staubach.

Although this group has not yet provided
any aid to the contras or their families, it is
noteworthy because the fund-raising dinner
in its honor appears to be drawing key Ad-
ministrative leaders, including the Presi-
dent—representing the first time U.8. Gov-
ernment officials have provided their names
and stature to such a private pursuit.

Knights of Malta and Americares
Foundation

The Knights of Malta, a 900-year old fra-
ternal organization of Roman Catholics, has
reportedly (WP 12/27/84) distributed
$680,000 to Miskito Indian refugees in Hon-
duras, in conjunction with the Americares
Foundation. While the Knights deny raising
any funds for the contras, a spokesperson at
the Americares Foundation contends that
Americares raised the money (targeted to
six destinations in Honduras) and the
Knights distributed the aid.

The head of the American division of the
Enights of Malta is J. Peter Grace. The
honorary chairman of the Americares Foun-
dation is Zbigniew Brzezinski.

Other Groups Involved in the Private Aid
Effort

Over half a dozen other groups, whose
purpose was unclear or on which little infor-
mation was available, have reportedly alded
the contras in the last year. These include:

Causa International, the political arm of
Rev. Moon’s Unification Church, which re-
fuses to comment about aid to Nicaragua or
Honduras, but which others (including
IRFF) have asserted helps finance their ef-
forts to aid the contras;

Human Development Foundation, report-
ed by the Washington Post as aiding the
Contras and by The Nation as the unofficial
operating arm of the FDN in the US;

Nicaraguan Patriotic Association, which is
reported to have collected half a million dol-
lars in aid and to have provided daily food
supplies for seven refugee camps in Hondu-
ras; and

Pro-America  Education Foundation,
which in the past year has sent $1 million in
medical supplies contributed by major phar-
maceutical companies to Nicaraguan refu-
gees in Honduras.

(This report was prepared by the staff of
the Arms Control and Forelgn Policy
Caucus. It does not seek to reflect the views
of the members of the Caucus.)

But, on the other hand, I do think
there are people like Mr. Calero, and
Mr. Pastora and Mr. Robelo, who are
moderate. Who support democracy,
and who should not be dismissed uni-
laterally as obstacles to peace or war-
mongers. In fact, these three are ex-
Sandinistas who were disaffected. I
must say that among the Sandinista
leadership did I find too many moder-
ates.
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I am here voting against military
Contra aid because there is a Demo-
cratic/Republican bipartisan alterna-
tive which stands for peace and negoti-
ations and might work. I think it was
initiated on the Democratic side, and I
am proud of that, that members of my
party have taken this initiative. That
proposal supports negotiations, sup-
ports the Contadora process and gives
refugee assistance through an inde-
pendent group. But most importantly
it sets a timetable of October 1, a date
we reassess this entire process to see if
it is working. We will see whether the
Nicaraguans, and the Contadora na-
tions respond to this peace offering. If
they don't, then we know where the
blame lies and we should in a biparti-
san fashion forge another alternative.

Mr. Ortega has said that he will re-
spond with a cease-fire and negotia-
tions with the Contras. On the other
hand, Ambassador Mr. Tunnerman,
contradicts him when he says in a
newspaper article that they will never
negotiate with the Contras. I do not
know whether the Nicaraguans are
telling the truth or not. I am not going
to sit here and tell you that the Sandi-
nistas have been always truthful and
accurate, that they have not lied, be-
cause I think they have lied in some
cases and have made many statements
for propaganda reasons. I think in re-
lating to the peace process I believe
the TU.S. negotiator, Ambassador
Harry Shlaudeman, who is a good
man, who tells me that there has been
deception on Sandinistas part, I know,
too, however, that there are people in
this administration, in the White
House, in the CIA, and I will name Mr,
Casey, whom I do not think want to
have a negotiated solution. They want
a military solution—a victory at all
costs, with or without committing U.S.
troops.

I would ask my colleagues to read
the testimony of Gen. Paul Gorman of
the Southern Command before the
Senate he very clearly said before the
Foreign Relations Committee before
he retired that the Contras cannot
win. That you cannot give them short-
term or long-term aid and expect them
to win. It is a conflict that has no mili-
tary solution. Gorman states that the
rebels are incapable of overthrowing
the Sandinista government in the fore-
seeable future regardless of whether
they received American aid.

So if we are looking at pressuring
the Sandinistas, I think the ultimate
pressure is this Congress, which four
times has refused Contra aid. If we
threaten to change, the Sandinistas
will respond.

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield at that point?

Mr. RICHARDSON. I will yield at
the end of my statement.

The last point we are trying to make
is that if we are going to talk about
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pressuring the Sandinistas, the best
pressure is the Congress of the United
States that consistently has been
voting against Contra aid. And I sus-
pect that come October 1, unless the
Sandinistas have responded with, No.
1, supporting the Contadora process,
which up to now I don’t think that
they have, we should reasses our
policy. I do think there have been
cases where they have been willing to
negotiate bilaterally with us, thus by-
passing the Contadora process.

No. 2, the pressure should be in-
creased so that the Sandinistas negoti-
ate with the Contras. I think that is
the ultimate solution. Let the Nicara-
guans decide their future for them-
selves—but the United States should
be a catalyst.

No. 3, I would like to see them mod-
erate their behavior, cut off their ties
to the Soviets and the East Germans,
the Cubans, and the Palestinians. The
Sandinistas are bad guys, they are bad
dudes. No one is defending them. But
to achieve these goals of changing
their behavior and reducing their
Marxist ties will require negotiations
and give and take on all sides.

We should focus on how we achieve
peace in that area. And I submit that
this package of $14 million which if it
does not pass, ladies and gentlemen,
we all know here that there is a lot of
private aid that is going to flow to the
Contras. The conflict won't end with
this vote. We know that. There is
going to be an emergence of that kind
of private effort. It is going to get
more and more protracted, and we are
going to have more and more problems
to deal with. Regardless of the out-
come of this vote, negotiations, bilater-
al and multilateral, are paramount.

So what I am saying here today is I
will be voting for a package that con-
tains support for the Contadora proc-
ess, but one that requires another look
on October 1. It also, at my urging
condemns the human rights violations
of the Sandinistas and the Contras, a
little stronger on the Sandinistas be-
cause I think they have gotten away
with unnoticed repression. On both
sides of the aisle, we have been incon-
sistent in critizing governments on the
right as well as the left.

So I am here to just offer an opti-
mistic view that we can reach peace,
but that we can do it through an alter-
native that I think is bipartisan. And I
think the President may have started
this positive process of saying that he
is willing through humanitarian aid to
try to deal with this problem. But you
do not do it through the CIA, which
has shown deception through the
mining of harbors and the secret pam-
phlet which is a branch of government
that has not been consistent and has
often undercut other executive
branches of the administration, that I
think genuinely do want peace such as
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the State Department and the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. RICHARDSON I yield to my
colleague.

Mr

. RITTER. 1 thank my good
friend from New Mexico for yielding.

The gentleman mentioned that an
official of the U.S. Government stated
that the Contras could not win. I
think more accurately his gquote is
they are not going to win overnight.

But let me ask the gentleman a
question. Does the gentleman believe
that the freedom fighters in Afghani-
stan are about to triumph over the in-
vading Soviet occupation forces?

Mr. RICHARDSON. I do not think
so. I think it it going to be a very pro-
tracted and underdog struggle—but a
legitimate one nonetheless.

Mr. RITTER. OK. I think the gen-
tleman and I are probably in agree-
ment that the guerrilla war and the
fight for freedom on the part of the
Mutjahadin in Afghanistan is not one
that is going to defeat Soviet military
forces on the field. The whole idea
behind guerrilla war, be it in Afghani-
stan, be it in Cambodia, which a
number of Members of the other side
of the aisle are supporting, the whole
idea behind guerrilla warfare is to tire
the enemy and to inflict damage, to
have the enemy expend resources.

We are all too familiar with these
kinds of conflicts that have engaged
non-Communist governments around
the world. The idea of the guerrilla
war in Salvador is not necessarily to
gain a great military victory on the
field. It is to tire the government. It is
to tire the United States.
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These guerrilla wars have been
fought to tire American public support
for governments. Indeed we are trying
to do the same thing; we are trying to
encourage the Soviets and the Cubans
to tire somewhat of their support for
the Marxist-Leninist regime in Nicara-
gua.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yleld to my
colleague from California.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank my friend for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I have a serious ques-
tion with the gentleman’s proposal.
One proposal, one part of that in-
volves the Contadoras. I know the gen-
tleman is intimately acquainted with
Mexico, with the Government of
Mexico, with the people that run that
Government. In looking at them and
the other Contadoras you find very
few government officials who are will-
ing to say anything in public that will
upset the Cubans or the Nicaraguans.
I mean that has been a fact of life.
Castro has been sending young
Cubans to be killed by young Africans
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for many years and you never heard a
word of protest from Mexico.

My first question to the gentleman
would be: How are these Contadoras
who are fairly intimidated by their
very fierce neighbors going to some-
how instill a sense of discipline into
this process? I think it is naive for us
to believe that they can handle the sit-
uation.

The second thing I would like to ask
the gentleman is: We gave them essen-
tially $100 million when they started
out. We have pictures now of Mr.
Ortega meeting, even then, with East-
ern European Communist leaders even
while he was receiving money from
the United States. The Soviets have
put some $70 million into military in-
stallations including runways and
large airports in Nicaragua.

Why would the Sandinistas give up
their tremendous advantage, this tre-
mendous linkage with the Soviet
Union when $100 million and possibly
the promise of many times that, was
not enough initially to turn them
away from the Soviet bloc?

Mr. RICHARDSON. Let me answer
both questions to my colleague.

There are two sides to the Conta-
dora process. What the Democratic
plan says is let us support it. It has in-
struments and funding to do so, for
peacekeeping and verification.

The problems are this: On our side I
think there are people in our adminis-
tration that are subverting the Conta-
dora process. They do not want to see
it succeed. At all costs they want a
military victory and they are against
Contadora. On the other hand the
gentleman is right, there are some
Contadora countries that tilt toward
the Nicaraguans. Mexico is one. 1
think it is going to take constructive
effort to get the Contadora countries
to deal legitimately with the problems
of verification and peacekeeping forces
within the negotiations. The Conta-
dora process has not had an outstand-
ing record. It needs to be buttressed
and strengthened—but not undercut
it. And we have done that in many in-
stances.

What I am saying to my colleague is
the Contadora may be our only hope
for peace. I think that Contadora cou-
pled with bilateral talks with the Nica-
raguans, resuming the Manzanillo
talks, which have been suspended. I
think these two forums provide the
best opportunity for a dialog. Presi-
dents that have not been previously
supportive of the President's effort
like President Betancur of Colombia,
is now cooling down his negative atti-
tude toward what the President has
been doing because of the President’s
latest humanitarian aid initiative. I
think that is good. It seems we are get-
ting more constructive forces, moder-
ate forces, behind us. So why spoil ev-
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erything with a bad vote that will fur-
ther militarize the conflict.

On the second point that my col-
league made about Sandinistas: there
were men and women in this House
that supported them, gave them that
early infusion of support and we were
involved getting Somoza out that must
feel repudiated and disappointed be-
cause the Sandinistas have reneged on
their revolution in large part. But that
is not the issue. The issue is how do we
bring peace, one that is in our best se-
curity interests? How do we stand up
for that peasant, that little person in
Nicaragua who does not care about
Ronald Reagan or Karl Marx or my
good friend Mr. HUNTER or myself;
they want to be left alone. I think that
should be our = objective—peace
through negotiations.

Mr. HUNTER. But how do you get
the Soviets out?

Mr. RICHARDSON. Through nego-
tiations, through the Contadora proc-
ess and Manzanillo, More U.S. arms
will only increase the Soviet presence.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to my
colleague from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to
remind the gentleman that that is all
the Cambodians wanted was to be left
alone; that all the South Vietnamese
wanted was to be left alone; that all
that the Laotians wanted was to be
left alone.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
RIcHARDSON] has expired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes additional to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman continue to yield?

Mr. RICHARDSON. 1 yield to my
colleague from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding further.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
ask my colleague from New Mexico to
elaborate a bit: He does agree that an
important part of this solution is a
dialog between the Sandinistas and
the Contras.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Yes, I do.

Mr. McCAIN. What method can we
use to pressure that dialog to begin
since so far it appears as if the Sandi-
nistas have rejected dialog with the
Contras?

Mr. RICHARDSON. I think the
main source of pressure would be sev-
eral Latin American countries, Mexico,
Colombia, Panama, and Venezuela
principally. The vote today, which I
hope will reject the military/CIA as-
sistance to the Contras, will be a sign
of pressure because Mr. Ortega will be
put on notice. Mr. Ortega knows that
the Congress is going to come back
again and there are going to be waver-
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ing legislators like myself who come
back October 1, and if he has done
nothing except his hypocritical state-
ments, and if he does not respond I
will not support his continued efforts
to deceive everybody. Mr. Ortega has
to put up or shut up.

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to my
colleague from Minnesota.

Mr. WEBER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman has been one of the
genuinely agonized Members over this
issue,

I appreciate his honesty and his dili-
gence and although I do not agree at
all with the conclusion, I respect it a
whole lot. I just want to ask and get
the gentleman’s opinion about the
Contras. I think the gentleman accu-
rately portrayed them as not being
perfect. But in the gentleman’s opin-
ion have they not achieved legitimacy
within Nicaragua with the nonmilitary
opposition to the Sandinista govern-
ment? I am talking about the church,
the very people that you have cited as
being repressed by the Sandinista gov-
ernment. I just want to know if the
gentleman agrees with me that what-
ever the situation a couple of years
ago, today the Contras, even given
their warts, have achieved legitimacy
with just about everybody that is
being subjected to oppression by the
Sandinista government.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I cannot answer
entirely.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Mexico has again
expired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I think first of
all we have to understand that there
are members of the Contras that used
to be Sandinistas that are disappoint-
ed and they are out and I think their
concerns are legitimate, like Mr.
Robelo and the Chamorros and Cruz
and Caleno. All I can tell the gentle-
man is that there are businessmen,
there are students, there are Nicara-
guans who have opted to stay in Nica-
ragua in the opposition rather than
become Contras. And I would hope the
gentleman would join me, through the
National Endowment of Democracy, or
other areas, to support these dissi-
dents within Nicaragua that are demo-
cratic forces. I would be prepared to
sponsor an amendment that would do
that if it would strengthen democracy,
to help these dissident forces within
Nicaragua.

So 1 do not know the exact answer
to my colleagues except to say that
there are members of the Contras who
have been disaffected with the Szadi-
nista revolution. You cannot call them
all Somozistas and dismiss them. They
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are legitimate. That is why I wanted
to make the point that I think they
have achieved a relative degree of po-
litical maturity. That peace plan of
Mr. Cruz and Mr. Caleno is something
that should not be dismissed. It is a
good start. We should look at it seri-
ously. The best way to pressure the
Sandinistas to vote no on military aid
because they will be put on notice.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. McHUGH].

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to House Joint Resolu-
tion 239, which would authorize the
release of $14 million in military aid to
the Contra guerrillas fighting the San-
dinista regime in Nicaragua, and also
in opposition to the substitute to be
offered by Mr. MicuHeL of Illinois if
House Joint Resolution 239 is rejected.
In the alternative, I urge my col-
leagues to support the resolution to be
offered by Mr. Barnes of Maryland
and the substitute to be offered by Mr.
HamivTon of Indiana.

It is important that this House reaf-
firm its position that no military sup-
port be provided to the Contras. Some
have argued that this is no longer the
issue, because President Reagan is now
asking only for “humanitarian” aid,
not military assistance. However, it is
clear that the President is taking this
position solely for tactical reasons. He
has concluded, albeit reluctantly, that
he does not have the votes in Congress
to support his policy of military inter-
vention in Nicaragua. There is no
doubt, however, that the President's
fundamental policy has not changed.
Clearly, he hopes to sustain the Con-
tras with “humanitarian” aid so that,
on another day, he can try again to
renew the flow of military aid.

There is also no doubt that this mili-
tary aid has been used, and would be
used in the future, to seek the forcible
overthrow of the Nicaraguan govern-
ment. The President has hedged on
this point, at times claiming the pur-
pose of our aid is to interdict arms
going to the rebels in El Salvador, at
times saying it is for the purpose of
“putting pressure” on Nicaragua to ne-
gotiate, and at times coming closer to
the truth, which is the real purpose of
our aid is to overthrow a sovereign
government. The Contras themselves
are much more straightforward about
it. They declare that their purpose is
to overthrow the government, and we
should be under no illusions about it.

In my judgment, providing aid for
this purpose in Nicaragua will not
work and is not in the interests of the
United States. The time for Congress
to say so, clearly and strongly, is now.

It is fair to ask: Are there any cir-
cumstances when it is legitimate for
the United States to support revolu-
tion or counterrevolution in a foreign
nation? Under certain circumstances,
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such support may be an appropriate
means of defending the legitimate in-
terests of the United States. It is one
of the many tools available in the con-
duct of American foreign policy. Be-
cause of its inherent limitations, how-
ever, it is a tool of policy that should
be employed sparingly.

The United States is a global power
with legitimate interests beyond their
borders. Those interests are political,
economic, and strategic. They are gen-
erally consistent with a stable interna-
tional environment, and to maintain
such a stable environment we must ac-
tively promote a credible Western de-
terrent, equitable economic growth,
the rule of law, and basic human
rights, among other things.

These interests are shared with
many other nations. But since the
United States is the dominant power
committed to such interests, we have a
special responsibility. Other nations
look to us for effective leadership in
advancing our common goals. In for-
mulating our foreign policy, therefore,
we must first have a clear understand-
ing of where our vital interests lie, and
then carefully select the particular
tools which are most likely to secure
those interests.

Most Americans are quite properly
skeptical of intervention in a foreign
nation. Unless a vital American inter-
est or a fundamental principle is clear-
ly at stake, most Americans will not
long support an interventionist policy.
In that event, the policy is sure to fail.
In a democracy like ours, a policy that
is not understood and supported by
the people is not a sustainable policy.

In Nicaragua, the United States is
supporting the forcible overthrow of
an established govermnent. Granted,
it is a government we do not like. But
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was
grounded on the same premise. Can
we credibly argue that superpower
intervention is justified in our case,
but not in theirs?

Our people, and others throughout
the world, were deeply offended by
Soviet intervention in Afghanistan. It
was aggression, pure and simple. That
invasion was a violation of internation-
al law and has been condemned as
such by the United Nations. Our
people can understand and support aid
to a people that is defending its home-
land, and therefore our current policy
on Afghanistan is a sustainable policy.

But in the case of Nicaragua, the
United States is violating international
law. When called before the World
Court for illegally mining harbors, we
denied jurisdiction and refused to
argue the merits of the case. Unlike
Afghanistan, our friends are embar-
rassed by our policy, and so are our
citizens.

The American people do not want
their government printing pamphlets
advocating murder, violating the rule
of law, demeaning our expressed
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values, and alienating our friends.
They do not undersand and support
this activity and therefore it is not a
sustainable policy. It simply will not
work.

It is also counterproductive to Amer-
ican interests in Central America, for
it actually strengthens the hands of
the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, in the
region, and in the eyes of the interna-
tional community.

Another unfortunate byproduct of
our Nicaraguan policy is that it erodes
public confidence in the Central Intel-
ligence Agency. Only a fraction of the
Agency’s time and money is spent on
such “covert” activities. Its primary
responsibilitv is to collect and analyze
information, a critically important
function if our decisionmakers are to
formulate sound policies. Yet, when
the Agency is directed to undertake so
flawed a covert operation, the inter-
grity of the CIA as an institution is
called into question, undermining the
credibility of legitimate functions
truly vital to our national security.

As I said at the outset, support for
revolution or counterrevolution can be
an appropriate tool of American for-
eign policy. However, its appropriate-
ness depends on the facts of each case,
and specifically on whether its use is
consonant with American interests
and values. In the case of Nicaragua, it
is not. For that reason, we should vote
down House Joint Resolution 239.

It is not enough, however, to simply
reject the President’s policy of mili-
tary intervention. We do have legiti-
mate interest in Central America. We
do have legitimate concerns with cer-
tain policies of the Sandinista govern-
ment, particularly to the extent that
they may threaten other nations in
the region. And we do care about le-
gitimate refugees who may have been
displaced by the conflicts in that
region. For this reason, I urge my col-
leagues to support the alternative res-
olution to be offered by Mr. BARNES of
Maryland and the substitute to be of-
fered by Mr. HamirToN of Indiana.

These proposals reject the policy of
military intervention and focus on a
more constructive approach. They
would provide true humanitarian as-
sistance to real refugees, not to com-
batants. This would be assured by de-
livering the aid through the Red Cross
or the UN. High Commissioner for
Refugees. Moreover, these proposals
would set aside $4 million to imple-
ment any regional agreement that
might be reached as the result of the
Contadora initiative. In adopting the
Barnes-Hamilton proposals, we would
be sending a clear signal to Central
America that this Nation is committed
to a political and economic approach,
an approach which our people can un-
derstand and will support., That is a
sustainable policy. That is a policy
that has a chance to work.
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I hope that today, once and for all,
Congress will reject military interven-
tion and opt for a policy which reflects
our values as well as our interests. I
urge the adoption of the Barnes-Ham-
ilton proposals.

0O 1420

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McHUGH. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. I want to compliment
the gentleman from New York for a
very balanced presentation, I think
one that goes directly to the issue. I
believe that the key phrase is sustain-
ability. I agree with the gentleman. I
think our policy in Afghanistan is one
that can be sustained and one that the
American people can support. I quite
agree with him that the policy in Nica-
ragua is one in which the American
people have already, I think in a very
demonstrative way, indicated that
they will not support, and, therefore, I
think the gentleman’s solution, em-
phasizing economic and political solu-
tions, is the correct way, and I want to
compliment him for his statement.

Mr. McHUGH. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McHUGH. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Does the gentleman feel that the
goals of the Contras, the small “d”
democratic goals of the Contras, are
any less small ‘‘d"” democratic than the
goals of the Mujtahidin in Afghani-
stan?

Mr. McHUGH. Well, I have a hard
time reading what the goals and moti-
vations of the Contras are.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
McHucH) has expired.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute if
the other side will yield 1 additional
minute.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington has 3 hours, 22%
minutes. The gentleman from Michi-
gan has 3 hours, 7% minutes.

The gentleman from Washington is
recognized.

Mr. DICKS. 1 yield the gentleman 1
additional minute.

Mr. McHUGH. In response to the
gentleman, I would say that I cannot
be so precise as to read the intentions
and motivations of the Contras. I am
sure some of them are truly commit-
ted to the goals that the Afghanistan
freedom fighters may be, but my basic
point is that that effort, in trying to
overthrow an existing government, is
not understood and supported by the
American people, and in my judgment
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is therefore not a sustainable, work-
able policy.

To the contrary, when we are help-
ing the people in Afghanistan, we are
helping them to defend their home-
land against an invasion, against ag-
gression, and that is sustainable and
understandable.

Mr. RITTER. If I could ask the gen-
tleman to further yield, the fact is
that the developed small “d” demo-
cratic ideals of the Contras are far, far
more small “d” democratic than the
goals of the Mujtahidin, the societies
being quite different, the societies
being quite less undeveloped in the
sense of understanding democracy.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
McHucH] has again expired.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. StTupps].

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I would like to associate myself
with the calm and I think very elo-
quent remarks of the gentleman who
preceded me in the well, the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. Chairman, when the rhetoric is
stripped away, this debate is about
war. The President has not asked Con-
gress simply to agree that Nicaragua’'s
Government is extreme; or to express
our unhappiness with restriction on
the press and with the harassment of
political parties; we are not being
asked simply to acknowledge the good
intentions of men like Arturo Cruz; we
are not being asked to authorize the

use of military force to defend against

Nicaraguan aggression, or to halt
whatever material support Nicaragua
may be providing to the rebels in El
Salvador.

We are being asked to lend American
weapons, dollars, and prestige to a
movement whose aim is the violent
overthrow of a government with
whom we are at peace, and against
whom we can fully protect ourselves
and our other regional friends without
resorting to armed invasion or support
for violent counterrevolution.

We are told that we need the Con-
tras—now that they have failed so dis-
mally at arms interdiction—because
they can keep the pressure on Mana-
gua; they can cause economic hardship
that will undermine the popularity of
the regime; and they will provide an
alternative to which dissident or dis-
gruntled Nicaraguans may turn.

But the issue today is not whether
Nicaraguan dissident groups—internal
or in exile—should exist; the question
is whether they should be an instru-
ment—indeed, whether they should
owe their very existence—to the for-
eign policy of the United States.

We would all like to see democracy
take hold in Nicaragua, as we would in
Guatemala, Chile, Paraguay, and in El
Salvador, where its grasp is still far
shakier than this administration
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would like publicly to admit. But we
are not this hemisphere’s only experts
on democracy, social justice, the fair
treatment of indigenous populations,
or human rights. There are many
other supporters of these concepts in
Latin America, and the fundamental
question we are being asked today is
whether we should approach the Nica-
ragua problem on a unilateral or on a
regional basis.

The bipartisan policy being put for-
ward today as an alternative to the
course suggested by President Reagan
includes a willingness to respond force-
fully to acts of lawlessness or aggres-
sion, but it contains, as well, a commit-
ment to work seriously with the Con-
tadora countries for a regional peace,
and to rely on legal methods for en-
couraging democratic Nicaraguans
both inside and outside the country.

Some in this body who see the
wisdom of regional action believe,
nonetheless, that pressure from the
Contras is needed to give that regional
approach a chance to work. I do not
agree.

With respect to security matters, the
Contras are not needed to respond to
whatever threat Nicaragua may pose
to us or to our neighbors, a threat that
has, in any case, been grossly exagger-
ated.

With respect to internal issues, there
exists more evidence to contradict
than to support the notion that Nica-
ragua will liberalize its political system
due to pressure from the Contras.

But Nicaragua has shown, through
its participation in Contadora, that it
does care about its reputation within
Latin America. And Latin American
leaders have shown an increased will-
ingness to embrace and encourage the
spread of democratic principles
throughout the region, Nicaragua in-
cluded.

But U.S. support for the Contras is
not the lever that will make regional
pressure work; it is the wedge dividing
U.S. methods and goals from those of
our democratic neighbors. Not a single
Latin American head of state has
given—or could give—public support to
CIA or U.S. military ald to the Con-
tras.

The Contra operation has been,
from the beginning, a violation of
international law, and Latin govern-
ments care about that; their concern is
heightened by past American interven-
tion in the region, especially in Nicara-
gua. Latins know, too, that military
control of the Contras is held by offi-
cers who are more killers than free-
dom fighters, ex-national guard who
may share with our President Reagan
a strong belief in anticommunism, but
who also possess, in the tradition of
their own past President Somoza, a vi-
cious and self-righteous intolerance
for those with whom they disagree.

For these reasons, our support for
the Contras is a distraction, shifting
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the world spotlight away from Nicara-
gua’s misdeeds to our own. We have
mined harbors, taught political assas-
sination, and allied ourselves with kill-
ers. In so doing, we have fulfilled the
predictions and helped to consolidate
the power of Nicaragua's most ex-
treme leaders.

This is not a sensible policy for en-
couraging change in Nicaragua. It is a
policy, rather, of reaction. It is as if
our country had lost faith in the sanc-
tity of law, in the skill of our diplo-
mats, in the good will of our neigh-
bors, in the“resilience of democratic
values, in our ability to learn from his-
tory, and in our commitment—en-
forced by the will of the American
people—not to unleash the forces of
war without fully exploring other op-
tions and never without due cause.

Not long ago, Secretary of State
Shultz complained that America was
becoming the hamlet of nations; that
we were too introspective, too princi-
pled, too fearful, too plagued by guilt
to act when action was required. That
is a provocative image, but today's
debate will decide whether we will go
to the other extreme. Whether we will
act without regard for law, facts, prin-
ciples, or consequences; whether in re-
jecting Hamlet we will become the
Bernhard Goetz of nations; or wheth-
er we cannot with confidence in our-
selves and our values, and with the
help of regional friends, find a better
way.

Mr. Chairman, it is not everyday in
this body that—on a matter of major
consequence—the right thing to do—
and the popular thing to do—coincide.
But that is the case today.

The American people overwhelming-
1y reject the policy of this administra-
tion in Nicaragua.

Common sense, international law,
and simple humanity reject the policy
of this administration in Nicaragua.

And there is no reason on earth that
this House ought not—with pride, and
without any need to temporize or com-
promise—reject out of hand the poli-
cies of this administration in Nicara-
gua.

00 1430

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STUDDS. I yield to the gentle-
man.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. The gentleman
gave a very eloquent speech for which
I heard very little documentation, but
I would refer to the gentleman, when
he talks about those killers, as he
refers to the Contra or counterrevolu-
tionary forces, to their document on
national dialog of the Nicaragua Re-
sistance, dated March 2, 1985, in which
they advocated to recognize the prima-
cy of civilian society; a dissolution of
the totalitarian state party army trilo-
gy; full respect of human rights and
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fundamental freedoms of expression,
assembly, religion, and education.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
STtUupDs] has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STUDDS. 1 continue to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

The economic system which provides
for the development of the private
sector; institutionalization of the mul-
tiparty electoral system; free elections;
freedom to organize unions; a modern
productive process of the integral
agrarian reform; administrative decen-
tralization; general amnesty and
pardon for political erimes and related
crimes, and expulsion from the coun-
try of all foreign internationalists such
as military advisers and troops.

In contrast, the government, which
controls Nicaragua, and I assume in
which the gentleman espouses hope
and credence, is consistently violating
the human rights of its own citizens,
repressing its economy, imprisoning
and executing its people.

Now, I just wonder how in the world
can the gentleman give that wonderful
speech and relate to us in elogquent
terms a defense of his position, when
this is the position of the Contras
which was overlooked by the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. STUDDS. 1 would say to the
gentleman that I was about to say
“Without objection, so ordered,” to
that long list of unarguable things
which he read.

No one could object to that. I would
remind the gentleman that the Consti-
tution of the Soviet Union reads some-
what the same. My reference was to
the fact that the overwhelming major-
ity of the military leadership of the
Contras are former members of the
Somoza national guard.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 5 mintues to the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. McCoLLuM].

Mr. McCOLLUM. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, peace in Nicaragua is
not enough. To preserve freedom and
democracy in Central America and to
protect our southern borders from ter-
rorism in the future, the spread of
Communist dictatorship in Central
America must be stopped.

There is no question that the Sandi-
nista movement must be fundamental-
ly changed in order to obtain the goals
that I just outlined. In order to stop
that kind of aggressive tendency on
the part of the Sandinistas as Marxist-
Leninists and Communists intent on
expansion and interventionism in
their neighborhood countries next
door we have to bring a certain
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amount of pressure. The question
before us today is over what kind of
pressure will be effective, and whether
or not we should engage in military
pressure indirectly through the Con-
tras.

I rise today to support the military
aid to the Contras as the only logical
pressure to be brought to bear that is
going to yield meaningful results in
terms of fundamental change in the
policies of the Sandinistas, and that is
what it is all about. Economic pres-
sure, political talk, dialog, all of the
other simply is not going to make the
movement that is necessary when you
are dealing with hardcore Communist
regimes, and that is what the Sandi-
nista regime is.

I want to demonstrate that by quot-
ing from one of the comandante’s
speeches in May of 1984. Comandante
Arce, one of the nine member ruling
directorate of the Sandinistas, gave a
speech before the Nicaraguan Socialist
Party which was recorded and reprint-
ed a number of times. Just a couple of
quotes will demonstrate what I am
talking about.

In his speech he talks about the
democratic principles that after their
1979 revolution the Sandinistas origi-
nally stated they were going to sup-
port. He says:

Those principles were non-alignment
abroad, a mixed economy, and political plu-
ralism. With those three elements, we kept
the international community from going
along with American policy in Nicaragua.

Of course, once defined in specific terms,
this imposed certain commitments. One was
that we said we were going to elect a constit-
uent assembly, that we were going to have
elections. While we might view those com-
mitments as negative, if we analyze our rev-
olution in black and white, we still consider
them to be positive at this time. Of course,
if we did not have the war situation imposed
on us by the United States, the electoral
problem would be totally out of place in
terms of its usefulness. what a revolution
really needs is the power to act. The power
to act is precisely what constitutes the es-
sence of the dictatorship of the proletar-
iat—the ability of the [working] class to
impose its will by using the means at hand
[without] bourgeois formalities,

For us, then, the elections, viewed from
that perspective, are a nuisance, just as a
number of things that make up the reality
of our revolution are a nuisance.
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He goes on to say, and I think this is
exceedingly important, what Comman-
dante Arce said last year:

Imperialism asks three things of us: to
abandon interventionism, to abandon our
strategic ties with the Soviet Union and the
socialist community, and to be democratic.
We cannot cease being internationalists
unless we cease being revolutionaries.

We cannot discontinue strategic relation-
ships unless we cease being revolutionaries.
It is impossible even to consider this.

I submit to you the character of the
Sandinistas in this regard is very clear.
We have to treat them as we treat the
Soviet Union. We have to treat them
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as we treat the PLO because they are
allies of the PLO, and I know some of
you do not believe that, but in 1966,
when Cuba first became associated
with Arafat, an arrangement was
made for some training of Cuban
troops by the Palestine Liberation Or-
ganization, and then in 1969, after a
meeting in Mexico City, the PLO invit-
ed some of the Sandinistas over to be
trained in Lebanon. At the same time
they were over there being trained in
terrorist tactics they participated in
the war against Jordan and King Hus-
sein, and actually some of them were
participants in the highjacking of an
El Al airliner. That relationship con-
tinues to this day, with Arafat toast-
ing the Sandinistas in Managua and
the fact that the PLO have an embas-
sy of 70 personnel in Managua. This is
testament to the fact that there is still
a close relationship. In fact, the PLO
have loaned over $12 million, and I did
not think they had that kind of
money, but they have loaned over $12
million in order to support the Sandi-
nista cause.

I submit to my colleagues that what
we need in this whole debate is some
reasoned understanding that what we
are dealing with, putting aside all the
propaganda of good will that is trying
to emanate out of Managua at this
point in time, to play on our presses,
to bring up the emotions of our
people, to charge us up against the aid
to the Contras, the fact is what we are
dealing with in Managua today is not
only a Marxist-Leninist regime; in
polite terms it is a Soviet Communist
satellite regime. We have to deal with
it the same way that we would the So-
viets, and that means with the kind of
pressure they understand. It does not
mean simply relying on talk that buys
them time; time, if they get the time,
to go forward with consolidation inter-
nally, denying more freedoms and op-
portunities for their people and pre-
paring more opportunities for inter-
vention and bringing down the Salva-
doran regime of President Duarte that
is the one true democracy in the hemi-
sphere.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. McCoL-
LuM] has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield to the gentleman from Florida
1 additional minute.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCOLLUM. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, assuming that all of
the charges the gentleman made
about the Sandinistas are correct, and
many of them I think are, about their
Marxist orientation, I would like to
know to what extent he wants to see
the United States military effort par-
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ticipate. I think he was saying, from
his statements, that he wants to go
beyond the pressure point of the $14
million. Is he talking about $100 mil-
lion? Is he talking about eventually a
strategy of committing troops?

I would like to know what the gen-
tleman’s objective is.

Mr, McCOLLUM. Mr, Chairman, if I
may reclaim my time, in my judgment,
it does not take a lot of money to sup-
port the cause of bringing about pres-
sure. It takes the continued existence
of the Contras in a war movement to
bring hurt to bear on the Nicaraguan
Sandinistas. It does not require Ameri-
can military involvement.

What I want to avoid, and I think
most of us who support the aid to the
Contras want to avoid, is the eventu-
ality that if in fact we do not see suc-
cess, if we do not see the Sandinistas
stop their interventionist policies, that
some day, not in Nicaragua, but per-
haps in Mexico at our borders, we will
see American bloodshed, and I do not
want to see that. That is the bottom
line that concerns me.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. SAvAGE].

Mr. SAVAGE. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am a bit disturbed
and puzzled by some of the arguments
that I hear from the other side. It
seems to me that you propose doing
pretty much the same with regard to
Nicaragua as we did in the 1960s re-
garding Cuba and found it to be coun-
terproductive.

We say that we deny economic aid to
Nicaragua because they are moving
toward the Soviet sphere. We arm
counterrevolutionaries in that nation
for the same reason. Well, if rebels are
armed in that nation, do you not think
that government must then have arms
itself, and if we will not sell arms to
them, they have to go somewhere else
to get them? If those Contras go down
into the farmlands and burn up the
tractors, as I saw in visiting Nicaragua,
and we will not sell them tractors, do
you not think that is pushing them
into the Soviet sphere? And yet we
claim that that is the rationale for our
policy, rather than the resuilt.

It makes me think of the story about
the teenager who murdered his par-
ents, and then after being found guilty
in court, pleaded for mercy on the
basis that he was then an orphan. We
are producing counter to what we pro-

pose.

And may I add, I am just as dis-
turbed about the business of humani-
tarian aid. Any aid to the Contras pro-
motes the violent overthrow of a duly
elected government with which we are
not at war, which violates many of our
treaty obligations. A dollar is a dollar.
If you came to me and you wanted to
buy a hamburger and also a beer, and
each cost $2 and you only had $2 in
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your pocket, and you walked up and
said, “Gus, how about letting me have
$2 so I can get a beer?” You are going
to use yours to buy the hamburger.
And if I am against alcohol, I might
say, “No, I will not loan you $2 for a
beer.” I will loan you $2 for food or for
something worthwhile,” and you say,
“OK, then loan me $2 to buy a ham-
burger.” So I loan you $2 to buy a
hamburger, which frees up your $2 to
buy the beer and you end up with the
hamburger and the beer. What differ-
ence does it make? A dollar is a dollar.

Aid to promote violence inside of a
duly elected government is wrong. It is
not for us to dictate to others. The
elections in Nicaragua, in my estima-
tion, were fairer than the elections in
El Salvador, because I talked to a can-
didate who ran in the election in Nica-
ragua who was in favor of the Contras
and did not mind saying so. You
cannot find someone who ran against
Duarte in El Salvador who would
admit being in support of the guerril-
las of El Salvador. Certainly the elec-
tions in Nicaragua were more fair than
the elections in Guatemala because
you never have had elections there at
all. That country is ruled by brutal,
military dictatorship.

So I wonder about the veracity of
these arguments. Very soon the very
people who are here today arguing
about spending some money to over-
throw another government will be ar-
guing that we do not have a dime to
spend to help provide postsecondary
education for our children, that we do
not have money to spend to help in-
crease the cost of our seniors for Medi-
care. They will argue then that we do
not have a dime, so we do not have to
tax pensions and insurance annuities.

I think the problem here is that we
have our values wrong. That is where
the money needs to be spent, and if
this country still insists on wanting to
intervene in the internal affairs of
some other nation in defense of de-
mocracy, why not Guatemala, a far
better example than Nicaragua, but
better still, why not in the most
prominent example of fascism in the
world today, the government of South
Africa, where there is no question that
democracy does not exist because by
their own laws 756 percent of the popu-
lation that is black is denied the right
to vote.

I say not a dime to declare war and
send our youth into Central America.
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Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to th* gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
have just recently completed a trip
during which I was in Nicaragua for 4
days. I was able to visit the combat
zone near Ocotal and Somoto. Some of
the things I have learned were basical-
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ly many of the things that have been
repeated today.

Of the FDN, 46 of their 49 leaders
are old Somoza National Guardsmen.
Many of the peasants do not think too
kindly of the FDN.

Second of all, there is no unification
among this Contra organization. Many
of them fight among themselves. They
do not have a unified front, and they
cannot be successful against this San-
dinista regime.

Now, it is true the Sandinista regime
is a Marxist-Leninist philosophy of
government. But I think the question
comes here as to the real issues, and I
think there are basically three op-
tions.

The first one is, do we continue our
present course of action to pressure
the Nicaraguans economically through
embargos and militarily through the
Contras?

Second of all, do we negotiate to re-
solve our differences with Nicaragua
diplomatically in concert with other
countries in the region?

Or, finally, do we commit U.S.
combat forces in a conventional war in
Nicaragua?

I had the opportunity to question
and meet with President Ortega, and I
want to tell the Members something,
he is pretty sharp. He will get on tele-
vision and you can bring up all the
atrocities that exist in Nicaragua and
he will look you in the eye and say,
‘“We are a nation at war, a war that
has been brought about by American
intervention, and when a nation is at
war, I must do what I have to do to
protect my people. You mine my har-
bors, you produce the CIA manual
which attempts to assassinate and
overthrow my government, and,” he
says, ‘“‘you name me one time, Con-
gressman, one time we have gone out
of the borders of Nicaragua. Name me
one time, because,” he said, “We
haven't.”

And he said, “In the U.S.A., if I wear
my fatigues, they call me Castro, and
if I wear a three-piece suit and comb
my hair, they call me Gorbachev.” He
says, “I am just protecting the good
people of Nicaragua.”

He is pretty good at selling, and he
has public opinion on his side, because
this world was upset and people every-
where were upset about the mining of
those harbors. I was upset, and I was
not in Congress. I think there should
have been some indictments come
down with that.

But here is the point I am trying to
make: If we would take off the mili-
tary support, he cannot have us as the
whipping boys over there, and then
those people, with their empty stom-
achs, those people who are upset with
living conditions where poverty is so
rampant, will attempt to overthrow
any government, and the process from
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within is the one we must attempt to
manifest now.

The military situation is going to
continue to lead us down the line, and
we cannot even have a military suc-
cess. But now we have special forces in
Honduras, and I have some suspicions
about that. Are those special forces
dealing with covet operations, really
dealing with Hondurans? Or is there
now an involvement with CIA that
could be reaching into the Contra op-
eration at a heavier pace than what
has been reported to us?

I would just like to say that a gov-
ernment that becomes a power like
the Sandinistas did by force has to
govern by force, and they will be over-
thrown by force. But if they are over-
thrown right now, the government
that will take power in Nicaragua will
be another one just like it, and there is
not going to be a settlement there
with guns. There has to be a diplomat-
ic resolve.

I am for humanitarian aid, but I
would like to see us structure it a little
differently. There is a tremendous
health need there in that country, and
I think our specific U.S. aid should be
directed in a tangible measure to the
Nicaraguan people, the average
person, the people who can recognize
and understand it and say “thank

you” for it. And we should continue
the pressure from within that country
on the Nicaraguan Sandinista regime,
because what they are doing is they
are taking those people in the gray
area and they are coming over to their
side. Public opinion is on his side, and

he is good at it.

So I just believe particularly that a
military continuation is not only going
to be the answer, it is going to commit
us further into a military confronta-
tion.

I would just like to add, after being
there, that those conditions are very
bad, and there are too many people
there who do not like to see Ameri-
cans. There is too much Yankee impe-
rialist talk. And while it is not the best
government—we know that; it is a
Marxist-Leninist government—I think
in our spirit of self-determination,
somewhere along the way we have to
project that to these other countries
themselves. The self-determination for
the future of their government is a
very important issue, and I think it is
one that is integral here.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to my good friend, the gentle-
man from West Virginia [(Mr. Wiske.]

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I, too, rise
in opposition to this resolution.

I am reminded, as I look back
through the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and as I listen to this debate, and as I
listened to it last year and listened to
the debate the year before, and as I
read the newspapers, that there is a
lot of similarity here to the MX, The
MX  has been, if you remember,
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couched in terms that “You can't pull
the rug from under the President.”

Well, now the President has come up
with a last-minute bargaining propos-
al, and in order to get them to the
table, “You can't pull the rug out from
under me. You've got to vote $14 mil-
lion."”

But there is another similarity to
the MX also. The similarity is this: In
order to rationalize this, in order to
explain it, we have gone through
almost as many basing modes with the
Contras as we have with the MX. I lis-
tened to the Members who supported
this 2 years ago standing in this well
and saying, “We are not out to over-
throw any government, we are not out
to subvert a government, we are out
simply to stop the arms flow’’—the al-
leged arms flow, to whatever extent it
was—“from Nicaragua into El Salva-
dor.”

Now, the arms flow we were stop-
ping was through Honduras and hun-
dreds of miles then to the west. That
was always a little controversial
anyhow as to whether that existed,
but let us assume for the moment that
it did. That is all these folks wanted to
do. They just simply wanted to put
some pressure on at the border, and
there were just a thousand or two of
them.

But now we have shifted the ration-
alization. We are not stopping the
arms flow anymore. What we are
doing now, in the second stage, we are
simply putting pressure on Managua.
Well, we are not serious about it.
Nobody is going to Managua. They say
nobody is seriously going to affect the
peasantry, but we are just putting
pressure on. Now, finally, in the last
summary we are making them say,
‘“‘uncle.” That sounds to me like we are
trying to go to Managua.

So you can see that we are constant-
ly shifting our focus. And to those
who do not think there is an expan-
sion going on, I refer them to the non-
classified sections of the report the
President has submitted to this Con-
gress, and I submit the New York
Times analyses of the classified sec-
tions which say that the proposal is to
increase in the north the Contra
forces 20,000 to 25,000—that is up
from 15,000—and to increase in the
south 5,000 to 10,000. So definitely
there is an escalation planned.

Mr. Chairman, I am not here to
make an argument for Daniel Ortega.
This is not a referendum on Ortega.
Quite frankly, I think it is a referen-
dum on us. I think it is a referendum
on what we say is acceptable behavior.

I do not agree with Ortega, I do not
agree with the Sandianista govern-
ment, I do not agree with the human
rights violations, I do not agree with
the military posture, I do not agree
with the military posture incidentially
in Chile, I do not agree with the
human rights situation in Guatemala,
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I did not support it in Argentina, and
so whether it is Ortega or whether it is
Guatemala or Honduras or South
Africa or whoever it is, you can just
say that you are not participating and
you are not going to condone that
kind of activity.

A gentleman previously spoke about
the metastasizing of communism
through Central America. Yo, it may
be, but I would like to suggest that
what is metastasized is, hunger and
poverty and need and deprivation. And
sometimes what you do, when you go
out to fight Communists, so-called,
you make them. And if I were a peas-
ant and everytime I looked up to see
who was causing me the harm, who
was burning my village, who was
shooting up my wedding party, who
was making my brother lie down in a
grave, as was depicted in Newsweek,
and then cutting his throat, and I saw
that person was armed and supplied
by the United States, what would I
think after a while? I would think that
the United States was my enemy, and
that maybe this fellow over here, who
is a hustler for Fidel Castro or
Ortega—name or call them what you
will; put a name on them, they are ex-
actly the same because he or she is a
salesman—maybe that person will help
me; at least they are not doing that to
me and they are offering me some-
thing.
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I think we ought to be offering
something, too. I do not think it ought
to be bullets. I think it ought to be
ideas. I think it ought to be aid. I
think it ought to be the kind of things
this country has spoken for.

I guess the greatest insult I have
heard during this whole discussion
that has gone on across the country
for months is this somehow likening
the Contras to freedom fighters.

Mr. Chairman, on my right is
George Washington. On my left is La-
fayette. I do not rank them with the
Nicaraguan Contras. I do not think
they would have participated. I hope
they would not have. Indeed, I know
they would not have in the same kind
of activity that we seem to have de-
picted. I do not think they would have
stood for the same kinds of things
that Somoza stood for and that some
of those still active in the Contra
movement have stood for.

So I guess what I am urging is that
we say that we are not making this a
referendum on Ortega. I am not here
to defend or to stand up for him. I
simply do not support those policies,
but by the same token, I do not sup-
port those in many other areas, either.
What I do think we have to look at is
yves, you can fund the Contras all the
way to Managua. Maybe they will get
there, maybe they will not; but on the
way there, they are going to kill a lot
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of people and those are the hearts and
minds that I thought we were sup-
posed to be winning.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr, Chairman,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. WoLF].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of aid for the Contras
who are fighting for freedom of
speech, freedom of religion, freedom
of the press, and freedom of assembly
in Nicaragua.

Mr. Chairman, last summer I headed
a congressional delegation to visit
Nicaragua and because of my experi-
ences while there and my concerns
about the Central American region
generally, I would like to join my col-
leagues in commenting on the Nicara-
guan situation today and urging sup-
port for the President’s request for
$14 million to aid Nicaraguan insur-
gents who are attempting to defeat
the brutal Sandinista regime.

During my trip to Nicaragua I met
with people on all sides of the political
“spectrum. Since my return I have fol-
lowed developments in that country
with intense interest and concern. The
situation in Nicaragua concerns me be-
cause this country so closely linked to
the Soviet Union and Cuba is so near
to American shores and is thus a
threat to the American people. My in-
terest also stems from the conversa-
tions I had with the Nicaraguan
people I met and their expression of
hope for the possibility of a political
solution over the problems that sepa-
rate the United States and the current
Nicaraguan Government.

My introduction to Nicaragua came
through El Salvador. With the assist-
ance of our colleagues Representatives
Tony HaLnL, BoB McEweN, CHRISTO-
PHER SmiTH, and Dan Coarts, I coordi-
nated a public/private partnership
which provided 95 tons of humanitari-
an relief supplies to the displaced
people of El Salvador.

In announcing the result of our ef-
forts to solicit contributions from
American companies, I said that the
people of El Salvador—infants, chil-
dren, women, and families—were both
the real victims and the real future for
El Salvador. What so often is lost in
the headlines and reports on El Salva-
dor reaching this country is the mag-
nitude of the suffering and depriva-
tion of the people of that struggling
nation; fortunately the El Salvadorans
now have a President who is pursuing
reforms to rebuild their country and
take the path that leads to democracy.

After meeting with people of all
sides of the political spectrum in Nica-
ragua, I believe it can also be said that
the people of that country are victims
too and their case is also lost in the
headlines. The Nicaraguans are vie-
tims because rights that were prom-
ised to them during the 1979 revolu-
tion are being systematically denied as
seen by the abuses of human rights,
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censorship of the press and harass-
ment of the church. Yet, the situation
seems to go largely unnoticed and un-
reported by the press as personal liber-
ties are denied; freedom of the press is
almost nonexistent and the church is
constantly harassed and threatened.

There are tremendous violations
with the leftist regime in Nicaragua
that took over with the promise of
freedom. In fact, just the opposite has
happened. For example, in his April
22, 1984, pastoral letter, Archbishop
Obando y Bravo noted attempts to
“defame legitimate pastors, censor the
media, stifle new ideas, the disregard
for moral and religious ideas and the
lack of respect for human dignity.”
The letter also urged in a straightfor-
ward and nonpartisan manner that ev-
eryone should participate in a con-
structive dialog.

All Nicaraguans inside and outside the
country must participate in this dialogue,
regardless of class or partisan belief. Fur-
thermore, we think that Nicaraguans who-
have taken up arms against the Govern-
ment must also participate in this dialogue.
If not, there will be no possibility of a settle-
ment and our people, especially the poorest
among them, will continue to suffer and die.

His words to me were equally telling:
“A major part of the people are un-
happy but they are also
afraid * * * we are fighting a monster
that includes the Soviet Union, Bul-
garia, and Cuba * * * and this revolu-
tion could spread to Mexico or other
parts of the Hemisphere.” He also
noted that since the Government con-
trols the media, its propaganda and
facade of fairness and spirituality in-
corporated in the Government struc-
ture mislead observers outside the
country.

Another example Lic. Pedro J. Cha-
morro, the editor at that time of La
Prensa, which is the only vestige re-
maining of a free newspaper: He had
defied the Government by refusing to
include propaganda in this newspaper.
The Government already censors La
Prensa. He also told of being awak-
ened to a machinegun going off at the
opposite end of the phone to frighten
him and of moving his family to Costa
Rica to avoid episodes like the one
when a mob defaced his home and
demonstrated outside.

Another story was related to me
about a church group whose office was
ransacked and the office employees at-
tacked by unidentified armed individ-
uals believed to be members of state
security. This individual said: “The
biggest crime in Nicaragua is to tell a
foreigner what is really happening. If
you tell anyone, you will commit trea-
son.”

He also offered this observation:
“Everything that is Christian is con-
sidered the enemy.” This same young
man also told of young people being
forced to join the Army and sent to
fight untrained in order that the Gov-
ernment will have hundreds of mar-
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tyrs and of a teaching situation that
does not permit students to argue
against professors. In an attempt to
disguise the fact that religious perse-
cution exists he also told us the Gov-
ernment has created a special office to
talk to and mislead outside visitors.

These allegations were substantiated
by others whom I met. Another man
told of a movie house that was emp-
tied midway through the movie and
the young men were taken away to
join the Army, a person who was
handing out bulletins with human
rights violations was jailed for 2
months, a man’s wife was tricked into
wearing a prison gown to visit her hus-
band while he was then told she too
had been jailed causing him to submit
to Government pressure.

“In a systematic way, they've gone
about instituting a Marxist regime,”
one man said. “Nicaragua is divided
into three groups—those who have
left, those getting ready to leave, and
those who will leave on or about No-
vember 4—election day, 1984—when
the Sandinistas reelect themselves,"

Aid to the Contras would ensure the
continuance of the only existing pres-
sure on the Sandinista government. I
am pleased that we are considering
some aid to the Contras and I urge my
colleagues to support the President’s
request for $14 million to aid the Con-
tras. The President has made it clear
that if the Sandinistas agree to a
cease-fire and church-supervised peace
talks to produce a new election, the
aid money would be used to buy food,
medical supplies, and clothing for the
insurgents., I would welcome this de-
velopment and I believe this aid pack-
age would create incentives for dialog
and peace, a goal to which we all can
strive to achieve. I urge my colleagues
in the House to support the Presi-
dent’s proposal.

To lend further support to the case
for aid to the Contras I would like to
include an article by George Will,
which appeared in the Washington
Post on April 21:

FOR THE PRESIDENT, A SHATTERING DEFEAT

This Is the most important congressional
moment since May 1947, when Congress
supported U.S. intervention-through-aid on
the anticommunist side in the Greek civil
war. Congress thereby transformed contain-
ment from a theory into a policy.

Congress has now effectively killed aid for
the anticornmunist side in Nicaragua's civil
war. Congress has forbidden even modest fi-
nancial support for the military effort of a
mass movement prepared to do the dying to
prevent consolidation of the second Soviet
satellite in this hemisphere and the first on
the North American continent. The eviscer-
ation of containment is complete.

What President Reagan’'s aides are calling
a compromise (aid restricted to nonmilitary
uses) is a shattering defeat. He sought mili-
tary support for a military movement and
lost, utterly. On an issue he characterized—
correctly—in the starkest moral and nation-
al security terms, his characterization was
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disproportionate to his effort. He did not go
to the country on television. A great com-
municator does not deal exclusively in good
news (it is time for a tax cut; America is
back and standing tall). He also rallies ma-
jorities for hard decisions. Reagan has
chosen to hoard his political capital—for
what? The great battle over Amtrak subsi-
dies?

In 1947 President Truman told Congress:
“I belleve it must be the policy of the
United States to support free people who
are resisting subjugation by armed minori-
ties or by outside pressure.” Reagan's policy
was—the past tense is required—the
Truman Doctrine after 38 years of commu-
nist advance. An armed Nicaraguan minori-
ty, sustained by outside (Soviet, Cuban, East
German, etc.) forces, is sovietizing Nicara-
gua In the way that was being done in
Europe in 1947.

The Soviet Union’s Sandinista clients
have no more right to rule Nicaragua than
Vidkun Quisling had to rule Norway. Yet
the world continues to speak of Sandinista
steps toward Stalinism as “failings.” The
Sandinistas are not somehow failing to im-
plement democracy; those ‘“failings” are
premeditated successes.

FDR spoke of “quarantining” dictators,
but an isolationist Congress resisted, until
the big war arrived. Now that today's Con-
gress has essentially spurned the contras,
communist dictators on four continents will
know that Congress will not permit even
small inoculations, let alone quarantine.

The sum Involved—$14 million—is 12 per-
cent of the sum ($117 million) the U.S. gov-
ernment had given to the Sandinista regime
by 1981. Familiar voices are saying the usual
things: that the United States “drove” the
Sandinistas into Soviet clutches. But in
their first two years, the Sandinistas re-
ceived more aid from the United States than
from any other country—five times more
than the Somoza regime received in its last
two years. (Someone should calculate the
value in 1985 dollars of the ald France gave
the American Revolution. It was, I will
wager, much more than $14 million.)

During the Vietnam war, people eager to
believe were encouraged by Hanol to believe
that South Vietnam was experiencing an
“indigenous peasant revolt” and that the
ferment in Indochina was only cosmetically
communist. The Sandinistas deny their
American protectors the comfort of that
pretense. The Sandinistas do not deign to
disguise their Stalinism at home, their “so-
cialist solidarity” with the Soviet Union and
its other clients, their “revolution without
borders” against neighbors.

In 1947 Congress had fresh memories of
the terrible price paild because of nonresist-
ance to Hitler at the time of the remilitari-
zation of the Rhineland. Today the histori-
cal memory of many members of Congress
consists entirely of Vietnam and its putative
lessons. But congressional management of
U.S. policy toward Central America—too
little aid, too late; pursuit of the chimera of
negotiated settlement with a regime that
does not believe in splitting differences—is a
recipe for another Vietnam; another pro-
tracted failure.

Surely the Americans who should talk
least about negotiated liberalization of the
Sandinista regime are those Americans who,

by trying to destroy the contras, are remov-
ing the only serious pressure on the Sandi-
nistas.

Nicaragua's communist president, writing
in The New York Times, says U.S. support

for the contras is “contrary to American
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values.” That is an odd complaint from
someone who proclaims his detestation of
American values, and it i§ an ignorant
charge, given the long history of U.S. sup-
port for resistance to tyranny.

Mikhail Gorbachev hit the ground run-
ning—right at Pakistan, threatening repris-
als if Pakistan continues to facilitate aid for
the Afghan resistance. Now that Congress
has spurned the contras, how long will Pakl-
stan resist Soviet pressure? Now that Con-
gress will not countenance support for the
contras, the increasingly tiny volce of the
United States will have decreased resonance
in South Africa, the Philippines and other
places where freedom is at issue.

It is said that an optimist is someone who
believes his future is uncertain. Optimism
about democracy, and not just democracy in
Central America, is irrational now that, six
months after a landslide reaffirmation of a
president, Congress, acting in the name of
fastidiousness, has removed the keystone of
his foreign policy: support for democratic
revolutions.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia has expired.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman
for the purpose of a question.

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
I wish the gentleman would stop refer-
ring to the gentlemen on the other
side, because there are Members on
his side that are going to be voting
against this resolution. Let us try to be
bipartisan in approaching this prob-
lem.

I would caution the gentleman that
the bipartisan alternative is sponsored
by Mr. BarNEs. Mr. HamivrToN, Mr.
JowNEs, Mr. FisH, Mr. LEacH, and Mr.
ZsCHAU,

I think another point the gentleman
is making is that there is Sandinista-
Soviet-Cuban connection. We know
that, and the gentleman should not be
repetitive. I think most of the speak-
ers here have conceded that Marxist
tie.

The question I want to ask the gen-
tleman, if that is the case and if we
agree on our objectives of national se-
curity, promotion for the United
States and peace in the region, is the
$14 million that even our General
Gorman says will not do anything
militarily, is that the way we are going
to achieve peace?

One of the arguments we heard
today in support of U.S. aid to the
Contras is that the Nicaraguan regime
is antidemocratic and a source of sub-
version in the hemisphere. Some of
my colleagues move from this premise
to the conclusion that we ought to be
supporting the Nicaraguan insurgents,
based in Honduras and Costa Rica, in
order to place pressure on the Nicara-
guan Government to mend their ways.
A more extreme conclusion is drawn
by other colleagues that we cannot in
any way coexist with the Sandinistas,
and that they must in some way be re-
moved from power. If not we will have
the Communists in our front yard.
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I think there is bipartisan agreement
that the Sandinistas have committed
human rights violations and continue
to consolidate power under a single
party. These violations are well docu-
mented by private sources, as well as
Amnesty International and State De-
partment documents. If there is one
oversight that many well-meaning
Americans have after visiting Nicara-
gua, it is that the Sandinistas can do
no wrong. Let them read the detailed
reports of the forced relocations of the
indiginous peoples; the intimidation,
the burning of homes, and in some
cases executions. But it is wrong, Mr.
Speaker, to simply ignore the testimo-
ny of constituents in many of our dis-
tricts as coming from leftists, “little
nuns” and “idiots.” It is a desperate
logic which seeks to reduce an argu-
ment by attacking the character of
the person holding the argument. Pri-
vate testimonies have added to reports
of gross violations of human rights by
the Contra forces. I wonder why some
of those who cry out on behalf of de-
mocracy in Nicaragua are not as ready
to condemn the Contra abuses, as well
as human rights violations in Chile,
South Africa, and other countries.

If so many Americans are convinced
that we should not be funding the
Contras, this does not mean our con-
stituents are “little nuns” or gullible
“ijdiots.” I reject the tone and nature
of such argrments. In fact, many
Americans have taken a great interest
in this issue. After reflection and ob-
servation they have come out against
a military solution to a problem we
ought to be working out by supporting
the Contadora initiatives and resum-
ing bilateral talks with the Nicaraguan
Government.

Humanitarian aid sent through two
highly respected organizations, the
UNHCR and the International Red
Cross, will help alleviate some of the
suffering of the casualties in this con-
flict. Some financial support for the
Contadora process will demonstrate
that we promote Latin American ini-
tiatives and solutions to regional con-
flicts. Meanwhile we can prevent a dis-
aster—funding the escalation of vio-
lence, an escalation, Mr. Chairman
that could lead to a direct U.S. inter-
vention in Central America.

I do not think any Member would
hesitate to support whatever measures
are necessary to ensure the national
security of the United States. But it is
not in our interest to promote the es-
calation of hostilities prior to explor-
ing all diplomatic alternatives and eco-
nomic pressures. It is not in our inter-
est to circumvent the Contadora proc-
ess. The Contra war has not brought
Nicaragua closer to pluralism; It has
provided an occasion for Nicaragua to
dig bomb shelters throughout the
country, arm local militias, and milita-
rize the economy. We will not find out
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if there is room for a peaceful solution
to conflict in this region by supporting
a military solution. We do know that
just this weekend a limited agreement
was reached between the Misurasata
Indian organizations and the Nicara-
guan Government which holds great
promise for a negotiated settlement to
the conflicts on the eastern coast of
Nicaragua. Let's explore and promote
such negotiations and not contribute
to their destruction.

Mr. WOLF. Our commanders have
not said that.

No. 1, that is not the only way to
achieve peace. I think negotiations are
very important, but it is an important
ingredient of achieving peace. Negotia-
tions without force will be meaning-
less.

The reason I refer to the gentle-
man'’s side of the aisle is I think that is
where we have the opportunity for
good, decent, and honest people to
honestly consider this.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has again
expired.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for yielding.

I think the statements that have
been made by the last several Mem-
bers on the Democrat side of the aisle
have pointed out the biggest flaw in
their argument.

The question arises very simply
when they talk about political and
economic aid and giving ideas to the
Contras and giving ideas instead of
Weapons.

Is there a single time in this century
when an American economic or politi-
cal plan has stood up to Soviet tanks?
If you answer that question, then you
can predict the success of the so-called
alternatives that the gentleman has
talked about.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman makes a very good
point. Negotiations are important, but
we need the force with these negotia-
tions and with that force and with this
$14 million, we can bring about peace,
freedom and the right of religious
freedom and assembly and freedom of
speech in Nicaragua. I think that is
what we all want. So let us vote for
that $14 million.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6
minutes to my colleague, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MAREKEY]

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, Nica-
ragua has two problems, poverty and
war. Additional funding to the Contras
is not going to help solve either prob-
lem.

Last week I went to Nicaragua and
took a 6-hour drive north of Managua
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up to Jinotega, where the resettlement
camps are beginning to be constructed.
Hundreds, thousands of people are
planned to be herded into these reset-
tlement camps over the next year or
two.

As you talk to these villagers, one
thing becomes clear. The do not care
whether the Sandinistas win or the
Contras win. As you go from person to
person and ask them, they do not even
know who Ronald Reagan is. All they
know is that there is a war in their
countryside, their God-forsaken coun-
tryside, which is ripping their young
men out of their homes as the Sandi-
nistas draft them into their army or
the Contras come through at night
and try to conscript them into their
forces. War is ruining these families,
dislocating the entire countryside and,
in fact, making it impossible for a
country, which with Honduras, with
the exception of Haiti, is in the worst
economic situation in the Western
Hemisphere, to keep its people out of
poverty.
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I have become convinced that the
almost guaranteed result of additional
war, additional fighting in this region
will be that we will antagonize, radical-
ize, Vietnamize, and ultimately com-
munize this country as we will in any
other country that we seek to use mili-
tary muscle as the basis for solving of
problems.

These people want peace and it is
clear that the only way that this war
continues is by the continued Ameri-
can support for the Contras. Let us get
down and admit it, 15,000 Contras
cannot overthrow the Government of
Nicaragua. It is not going to happen.

Although we would like it to be so,
all evidence to the contrary indicates
that the longer this war continues,
that the more justification this gov-
ernment has for restrictions of free-
dom of the press and speech and the
criminal justice system, and for the
importation of Soviet and Cuban ad-
visers. In fact, there has been an esca-
lation of this kind of conduct over the
past 4 years almost in direct response
to the commitment which we have
made to the Contras.

There has been a disproportionate
commitment made to their military
budget over the last 4 years, almost a
direct result of, in fact, their need to
beat back any attempts to, in fact,
have a military overthrow in their
country.

If we were, in fact, serious about
bringing peace to this region, we could
not have constructed a more systemat-
ic undermining of a long-term peaceful
solution to the problems of this
region. But what we now see is in fact,
as General Gorman has stated, an im-
possibility of a military overthrow and
at the same time an exacerbation of
the military and militarization of the
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society in which we should be seeking
to bring a peaceful solution.

Mr. WEBER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MARKEY. Let me finish my
opening statement and then I will be
glad to yield to the gentleman.

The Sandinistas are no angels. We
will stipulate that at the outset.

But funding the covert war in Nica-
ragua is not going to soften the hard
liners inside the Sandinista movement.
That war has been going on for years,
and it has hardened and radicalized
the positions in the region.

I talked to an opposition leader in
Honduras last week. He said to me
that the United States is using Hondu-
ras in an attempt to destabilize Nicara-
gua. But what may well really happen
is that instead of destabilizing Nicara-
gua we are going to wind up destabiliz-
ing Honduras because of the tremen-
dous military buildup inside of the
country.

The Reagan administration is trying
to prevent another Cuba in Nicaragua.
But we are in fact creating another
Cuba in Nicaragua by forcing them to
become more and more dependent
upon Soviet and Cuban aid in order to
beat back the Contra attempts to over-
throw their Contra war.

Mr. WEBER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. WEBER. The gentleman has
said our policy is going to lead to the
communization of the region. That is
the gentleman’'s word, not mine. We
have provided a justification for the
continuing repression by the Sandi-
nista Government, that our policy is
leading to the destabilization of Hon-
duras.

I just want to make sure I under-
stand. Is the gentleman saying that
the primary source of problems in
Central America is the United States?

Mr. MAREKEY. The primary source
of the problem in Central America is
poverty, injustice, hunger, lack of com-
mitment to the real underlying con-
Cerns.

I will reclaim my time. I reclaim my
time.

The underlying problems in that
region are that. Rather than address-
ing those problems, we have decided,
as we have over the past 5 years in
that region, to continue to try to find
a military solution to a problem which
is ultimately social and economic in
cause. And in fact, as a result, exacer-
bating a problem which could have
been alleviated if in fact we had tried
to build an umbilical cord of economic
and social relationships between our
country and the Contadora countries,
and a small poverty stricken country
which cannot in any manner, shape or
form expect the Soviet Union, 5,000
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miles away, to serve as their long-term
economic relief.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 8% minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RITTER].

Mr. RITTER

A .. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to ask my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle whether they
realize that the position they are
taking on this issue flies in the face of
Democratic leadership from FDR to
Harry Truman to Hubert Humphrey
to John F. Kennedy to Henry Jackson
to Zbigniew Brezezinski.

I would like to go back to statements
John F. Kennedy made at the time of
the Cuban crisis in 1961. He states:

* * *jt is clear that the forces of commu-
nism are not to be underestimated, in Cuba
or anywhere else in the world. The advan-
tages of a police state—its use of mass terror
and arrests to prevent the spread of free dis-
sent—cannot be overlooked by those who
expect the fall of every fanatic tyrant. If
the self discipline of the free cannot match
the iron discipline of the mafled fist—in eco-
nomie, political, scientific, and all the other
kinds of struggles as well as the military—
gn the peril to freedom will continue to

Does not that same statement apply
today?

He went on to say:

The evidence is clear and the hour is late.
We and our Latin friends will have to face
the fact that we cannot postpone any longer
the real issue of survival of freedom in this
hemisphere itself. On that issue, unlike
some others, there can be no middle ground.

In 1947 another Democrat, President
Harry Truman, told the Congress:

I believe it must be the policy of the
United States to support free people who
are resisting subjugation by armed minori-
ties or by outside pressure.

Yes, the dictatorship in Nicaragua is
controlled by an armed minority that
involves a few Nicaraguans at the top,
thousands of Soviet and Cuban advis-
ers, and a litany of what Jeane Kirk-
patrick, up until recently, I might add,
a well-known Democrat, calls the
Soviet International Fighting Force.

Michael Novak, another Democrat,
in a recent letter to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Hypel closes by
saying:

That is why I urge you and your col-
leagues to proceed with the most clear eyed
realism. To my mind, it is indispensible that
the power of the democratic forces seeking
a democratic, non-Marxist Nicaragua be
kept as strong as possible. Indeed, they
should be encouraged to grow as powerful
as the people of Nicaragua desire.

The false test is to wait to see how far the
Sandinistas, unchecked, will go. The proper
test is to see how strong the revolution
against Sandinismo can grow. The latter is
the proper course for those whose priority is
liberty. Our own Revolution in the U.S.
could not have been sueccessful without out-
side assistance from France, Poland, and
elsewhere. One should always bet on liberty.

I would like to quote some recent re-
marks from the last debate we had on
this very issue by another well-known
figure in the Democratic Party, the
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majority leader, who aspires to be
Speaker of the House. On the situa-
tion in Nicaragua he stated:

There is no question that the Sandinistas
have very nearly completed a transition to a
police state in Nicaragua. They have in-
stalled in each city residential block an in-
former whose official responsibility is to
report to the government whenever there
are meetings of as many as four or five
people gathering in any home—reminiscent
of Hitler's Nazi Germany.

On the threat that Nicaragua poses
to its neighbors the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. WricHT] went
on to say:

I do not think there is any question that
they pose a threat to their neighbors, not
only to those neighbors into whose territory
they have sent armed guerrillas. Also that
threat is felt in Costa Rica and Panama.

* ** in Costa Rica they have tried to
create general strikes. They have been un-
successful because of the popularity of the
Costa Rican democracy and the Costa Rican
leaders. Nevertheless, such attempts are
being made.

On Central American hesitation for
publicly closer relations with the
United States, the words of the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. WRricHT] are
telling. “One national leader ...
whose identity will evoke real credibil-
ity with you, said a very revealing
thing to me in private, in answer to a
question. He said the reason leaders in
Latin America are loathe to cozy up
very closely in public to the United
States and publicly to endorse our
policies is because of our habit, he
said, of abandoning those who have
been our best friends.” I repeat, “* * *
abandoning those who have been our
best friends.”
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Zbigniew Brzezinski says, in a recent
newspaper article:

These policies are logical extensions of
those the Carter administration was begin-
ning to adopt In its last few months in
office. They include plans for soclal and eco-
nomic development and ald for the anti-
Sandinista resistance as well as pressure on
Managua for pluralism and democratic
reform.

~ Another democrat with a small “d”
respected here in the Congress, Jose
Napolean Duarte, said about the Presi-
dent’s initiative: In a recent letter to
President Reagan:

Your initiative and approach have my
complete support and I strongly urge all of
the friends of Central Ameriea In your Con-
gress to give it their full backing. It is the
right step at the right time in our quest for
peace and democracy in this region.

While House democratic leadership
seeks to pull the rug out from under
our assistance to democratic forces in
Nicaragua, Fidel Castro eontinues his
support for armed insurrection in Cen-
tral and South America. According to
a recent article in the Washington
Times, Roger Fontaine stated that
“Fidel Castro’'s top intelligence oper-
ation officer recently made clear that
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Cuba would continue its aid to Salva-
doran Marxist guerrillas and other in-
surgent forces in Latin America.”

Thus, under pressure from demo-
cratic leadership, the United States
curtails its support, pulls the rug out
from the democrats, small “d”, fight-
ing in Nicaragua while Castro goes on
supporting so-called revolution.

Certainly this is not the democratic
leadership of FDR, Truman, Kennedy,
and Humphrey. Recently there has
been a nationwide debate over the
future of the Democratic Party. Mr.
AspPIN, the distinguished chairman of
the Armed Services Committee of this
House, said that “Democrats need to
cease to be naysayers on defense
issues,”

Arizona Governor Babbitt talked re-
cently about Democrats shifting
toward the center. The issue of aiding
democratic resistance in Central
America is a major test of the Demo-
crats’ actions not just words in their
effort to shift back into the center.
This issue will have a chilling effect if
the House democratic leadership has
its way; it will have a chilling effect on
the more conservative and moderate
democratic efforts to move their party
back into the center.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds. I will tell the
gentleman who just left the well that
the Democrats do remember the Gulf
of Tonkin resolution and that is why
we oppose the resolution before us,
House Joint Resolution 239. This joint
resolution approves military assistance
only and has nothing to do with hu-
manitarian assistance. We should not
supply arms to the Contras and en-
courage armed conflict in the area.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs.
SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. First of all, Mr.
Chairman, I am putting in the REcorp
the letter that all of us were sent by
over half of America's living Nobel
laureates urging this body to turn
down the aid to the Contras. I think it
is a very, very important letter; it is
one of the most elite and distinguished
and intelligent groups this country has
produced. I certainly hope that every-
body reads it. I know you all have
copies in your office.

I also hope the people look at the bi-
partisan alternative which I think is
the way that we should be going. We
should be trying much harder to go
back to our tradition of a bipartisan
foreign policy.

Now what can be said here that is
new? I'm trying to respond to the
debate rather than just give a stand-
ard speech.

What I have heard from Members
over and over again is they keep citing
Democrats and keep saying today’s
Democrats have not learned from
them.
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Well, let me tell you, I think these
Members have their history wrong.
We Democrats did learn something.
We learned something under Kenne-
dy, and because we Americans tend to
be so poor in history let me refresh
your memory.

Under Kennedy we had two things
that went on in Latin America. One
happened to be very successful and
one happened to be an absolute disas-
ter. We only tend to remember the dis-
aster.

The disaster was the Bay of Pigs.
The Bay of Pigs was analogous to
what we are being asked to do in Nica-
ragua by funding the Contras. Because
the Bay of Pigs policy failed, Cuba has
been a real thorn in the side of the
hemisphere ever since.

Where was the success? Maybe I am
a dinosaur, but I remember when I
was in college in the early 1960's
people were afraid that the Castro-
type revolution was going to be ex-
ported all over Latin America. Remem-
ber the people that we saw in our news
magazines in the 1960's that we were
all taught to be very fearful of, and
rightfully so. They were Che Guevarra
and others of that type who had been
trained by Castro and were actively
working in Latin America trying very
hard to overturn governments.

Colombia happened to be one of the
countries they wanted the worst. La
Violencia was the guerrilla group
working in that country and was doing
an absolutely excellent job of trying to
subvert the Government. I remember
this and I remember this very well be-
cause I was in law school with many
students from Colombia. One of the
days that sticks in my mind the most
was going over for breakfast one
morning and one of my friends, a Co-
lombia student was reading a letter
from home saying “I don’t think I can
go back home.” The reason was the
letter was from a friend of his in the
Department of Agriculture in Colom-
bia.

La Violencia had approached him
and asking him to do certain illegal
things and the friend had rightfully
said, “No.” Nevertheless, the guerrillas
had their own way of handling it.
They had kidnapped the man’s young
daughter, 5 years old, cut cff both her
hands and when he went to work the
next morning she was sitting outside
his office with a note pinned to her
saying, “Next time you will do what
we say. La Violencia.”

The guerrillas were a real force in
Latin America in the 1960’s. They had
taken over the taxicabs in many of the
urban cores, which was a very effec-
tive strategy; and there were many,
very many dangerous things going on.
In the 1960’s there was concern in
America, for those of you who have
forgotten, that all of Latin America
could have gone the way Cuba went.
Instead, Kennedy, to his credit,
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learned something from his Bay of
Pigs policy and approached the rest of
Latin America differently. He formed
the Alliance for Progress and he sent
the Peace Corps into Colombia and
Latin America, not the Marines.

By changing the approach, Kennedy
turned the situation around. The
United States beat the guerrillas by
building roads, by building schools, by
educating people, by teaching people
to form cooperatives, by teaching
people how to get coffee beans to
market and on and on and on.

I think what is going on in Central
America today is terribly analogous to
Latin America in the 1960’s. Please, let
us look at the historical precedent we
tend to forget, but the one that
worked. If you look at what is going on
in Central America today you find
poverty, poverty, poverty, poverty; you
find a long history and really no expe-
rience with democratic traditions. We
tend to call them banana republics up
here. I must say that I have toured
Central America. I have not seen any-
thing that looks like a republic except
for maybe Costa Rica. They are not
republics as we know them north of
the Rio Grande.

Let us look at the root causes, let us
look at the poverty, let us look at the
history, let us not do the wrong thing
and let us look at what our Nobel lau-
reates are pleading with us to do and
vote “no” on this resolution.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I believe the resolution
before Congress demands that we
know what the issue is, and what the
issue is not.

It is not whether some rebels fight-
ing the Communist regime in Mana-
gua have committed some atrocities. I
am sure that, as with every guerrilla
war, some atrocities have been com-
mitted on both sides—and I deplore
and condemn them. But, that is not
the issue.

Nor is the issue whether to send
American combat troops. Nobody here
is suggesting that. Giving arms is not
sending American combat troops.

Nor is the issue whether we can
afford the $14 million. For a nation
that spends many times that on one
missile, that certainly is not the issue.

Then, what is the issue?

I believe, Mr. Chairman, the issue is
simply this: In a contest between a
Communist regime and forces that
seek a more deomcratic form of gov-
ernment will we choose to support the
Communist regime, stay neutral, or
support the democratic resistance?

On the one side is a regime led by
avowed Marxist-Leninists. This regime
promised fair and open elections; yet
junta member Bayardo Arce himself
admits that the elections were a prop-
aganda ploy and that the Communist
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Sandinistas had no intention of hand-
ing over power to their opponents.
This regime promised political plural-
ism; yet the Army, the militia, and the
police are the private property of the
ruling political party. This regime
promised to remain nonaligned; yet in
addition to inviting some 10,000
Cuban, East German, Bulgarian, and
Soviet advisers to help run things, the
Communist Sandinistas receive some
$300 million per year in aid from the
Soviet bloe, aid which they have used
to arm the largest and best-equipped
army in Central America.

To what sort of a Nicaragua do the
Communist Sandinistas aspire? They
have sought to disrupt and to intimi-
date independent labor unions and to
replace them with such party-con-
trolled unions as exist in the Soviet
Union—run by Communist stooges.
They have set up a nationwide net-
work of neighborhood defense com-
mittees modeled after the Orwellian
spy system of their Cuban mentors.
They have so restricted the freedom of
the press that today the one independ-
ent newspaper must submit its stories
to a censor. They have used the re-
sources of the state to advance the in-
terests of their favored side in a con-
troversy within the Catholic Church.
Finally, they have categorically re-
fused to engage in any negotiations
toward national reconciliation.

On the other side of this choice are
the groups which espouse democratic
ideals and economic opportunity.
These groups are led by individuals
who for the most part helped to lead
the democratic opposition to the
Somoza regime—and without whose
cooperation Somoza would never have
been overthrown. Many of these indi-
viduals were prominent in the govern-
ment of National Reconstruction—
until the Communist Sandinistas
stages a de facto coup d'etat.

Mr. Chairman, in this struggle be-
tween these two sides we cannot just
remain above it all and sprinkle food
and medicine on both sides or sprinkle
our dollars around among other neu-
tral mediating countries.

‘We must choose. In this contest be-
tween those who seek Communist rule
and those who aspire to democracy
and economic opportunity, we must
choose the latter.

This issue and choice, Mr. Chair-
man, will not go away. The struggle in
Nicaragua will go on. And so will the
struggle for democracy in other places.
The United States must always take
the side of those who share our ideals.
That does not- mean that we need to
send American troops or that those
who we help will be perfect. But, I be-
lieve it does mean that we should help
those who are trying to help them-
selves.

If we do not choose we must answer
the question posed to me by the leader
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of one of the Nicaraguan democratic
resistance groups, the famous Com-
mander Zero, Eden Patora: “Why is
it,” he asked me, “that when I fight
Somoza I am a hero in the United
States, but when I fight the Commu-
nists, nobody cares?"”
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Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEVINE].

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr.
Chairman, we are here today to debate
the question of whether or not to au-
thorize funds to support the Nicara-
guan Contras. What is at stake here,
however, is not merely the immediate
question of whether or not the U.S.
Government should allocate a certain
amount of money for a particular pur-
pose. What is at stake is something
more important. That is: What is the
direction of U.S. Central America
policy to be? Will it be to go down the
path of greater and greater depend-
ence on military power in an attempt
to force a solution to the conflicts in
the region? Or will we reject that
path, as well we should, and give peace
and diplomacy a chance?

Mr. Chairman, on April 3, President
Reagan, as required by the 1985 con-
tinuing resolution, submitted to Con-
gress a report requesting release of $14
million for military operations in Nica-
ragua. At the same time this request
was submitted, the President an-
nounced a so-called peace plan, which
proposed a cease-fire between the Con-
tras and the Nicaraguan Government,
and church-sponsored negotiations be-
tween the two parties. Under the
President's pian, the $14 million in
U.S. aid for the Contras could only be
used for “humanitarian” purposes,
such as buying food and medicine, for
60 days. If the Sandinista government
of Nicaragua was not negotiating with
the Contras at the end of 60 days, the
U.S. funds could be used for military

purposes.

The President’s plan has been char-
acterized as an apple with razors, and
that is indeed what it is. This proposal
offers much to the Contras, but little
real measures to obtain peace. If the
Sandinistas do not accept this plan,
then the United States could resume
military aid to the Contras. If they do
accept it but don’t reach agreement
with the Contras within 60 days, then
the Contras can refuse to prolong the
negotiations, and the United States
would be able to resume military aid
to them. Under the guise of offering
an olive branch, President Reagan is
clearly attempting to legitimize mili-
tary aid to the Contras. This amounts
to an effort on the part of the Reagan
administration to obtain congressional
approval indirectly for what Congress
has indicated three times it would not
approve directly, for even if the $14
million were used for humanitarian
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purposes, this U.S. contribution would
free up other Contra funds for mili-

tary purposes.

Around this time last year—on April
12, 1984, to be exact—this body was de-
bating a resolution expressing the
sense of Congress that no appropri-
ated funds shall be used for the pur-
pose of mining the ports or territorial
waters of Nicaragua. That vote was
important because it was thought that
how Congress voted would determine
whether we chose blindly to accompa-
ny the Reagan administration down
its path to war in Central America, or
whether we chose to put the brakes on
a dangerous and misguided policy. The
resolution carried overwhelmingly.

During debate in the other body last
April on providing military assistance
to the Contras in Nicaragua, it was re-
peatedly assured that the Contras
were not engaged in efforts to over-
throw the Nicaraguan Government.
The other body was repeatedly told
that the Contras were not conducting
a war to destroy the economic infra-
structure of that country. President
Reagan himself sent a letter to the
other body assuring it that the United
States did “ not seek to destabilize or
overthrow the Government of Nicara-
gua; nor to impose or compel any par-
ticular form of government there.”

Yet, last April, two disturbing re-
ports appeared in the newspapers
about possible future administration
action regarding Central America. On
April 8, 1984, the New York Times ran
a story, “U.S. Said to Draw Latin
Troops Plan.” The lead sentence said:

Senior officials in the Reagan administra-
tion say that contingency plans are being
drawn for the possible use of U.S. combat
troops in Central America if the current
strategy for defeating leftist forces in the
region fails.

And on April 10, 1984, a Washington
Post headline read, “CIA Views Mine-
laying Part of Covert ‘Holding
Action’.” The first line read:

The CIA views its involvement in the
laying of mines in ports off Nicaragua as
part of a holding action until its covert war
against that country's leftist Sandinista gov-
ernment can be stepped up If President

eagan wins reelection, according to senior

tration officials.

The contents of these stories were
repudiated in an April 10, 1984, White
House statement. But what are we to
believe with respect to White House
policy on Central America? President
Reagan himself has described the Con-
tras, who are armed insurgents who
seek to overthrow the Nicaraguan
Government, as “freedom fighters”
and the “moral equivalent of our
Founding Fathers.” He has character-
ized Nicaragua as a “totalitarian dun-
geon” where a “Communist reign of
terror prevails,” and has all but called
for the overthrow of the Sandinista
government. In order to help the Con-
tras achieve that goal, some 2,000
copies of a manual, “Psychological Op-
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erations in Guerrilla Warfare,” was
prepared and distributed by the CIA
to the Contras. Among other things,
the manual instructs on the “selective
use of violence” and, among other
things, explains how ‘“to neutralize
carefully selected and planned tar-
ge .',

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman many
violations of human rights by the Con-
tras have surfaced. While some Contra
leaders have undoubtedly behaved
properly, respected human rights
groups have chronicled a terribly dis-
turbing pattern of attacks on civilian
targets resulting in the killing of un-
armed men, women, children, and the
elderly; premeditated acts of brutality
including rape, beatings, mutilation,
and torture; kidnaping of civilians; as-
saults on economic and social targets,
intimidation of civilians; and kidnap-
ing, intimidation, and even murder of
religious leaders who support the gov-
ernment.

Two attorneys of a fact-finding dele-
gation wrote:

To the extent that it is reasonably for-
seeable that—the Contras—will continue to
engage in such acts, any provision of aid to
the Contras, directly or indirectly, by the
Government of the United States would
render our Government responsible for
their act.

Mr. Chairman, there is much to
criticize about the Sandinista regime.
To put it mildly, it has proven to be a
great disappointment to those of us
who were willing to give it a fair
chance. Its abuses include restrictions
on religion, speech, press, and assem-
bly; the establishment of special
courts outside the regular judiciary
system that politicizes the administra-
tion of justice; the mistreatment of
prisoners; incommunicado detention;
the failure to acknowledge arrests
leading to the disappearance of some
of those arrested; and the horrible
mistreatment of its Indian minority.
But glving $14 million to the Contras
will do nothing to bring about needed
reforms by the government in power.
In fact, such a military threat will
have the opposite effect, will entrench
them further, and will drive the Sandi-
nistas into more and more dependency
on Cuba and the Soviet Union.

Mr. Chairman, the path of the
Reagan administration’s Central
America policy is littered with the
debris of a misguided endeavor. At the
heart of this flawed policy is the ad-
ministration’s failure to understand
the underlying causes of the problems
and conflicts in the region and to
pursue a peaceful resolution of them.
Surely there is no responsible Member
of this body, indeed no responsible
American citizen, who wants to see
Communist dictatorships in Central
America, or anywhere else for that
matter. We all want democracies in
that region.
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Yet, Mr. Chairman, perhaps one of
the greatest tragedies of this Presi-
dent’s policy is that in the name of a
rigid anticommunism, this President
has perhaps become Fidel Castro’s and
the Soviet Union’s best ally in Latin
America. In trying to forcefully
wrench the Nicaraguan Government
from the grips of Marxist-Leninist ide-
ology, he appears to be driving them
right into the arms of those who
espouse that very ideology. This is a
tragedy, for no democratic country or
citizen in the Western Hemisphere has
benefited from this misguided effort.

A mechanism exists, however, for a
peaceful resolution of the conflicts,
but it is one that has been undermined
by the Reagan administration. It is
the Contadora process. The Contadora
nations—Colombia, Mexico, Panama,
and Venezuela—have long been seek-
ing a basis for peaceful settlement of
the fighting in Nicaragua and else-
where in Central America. How little
interest this administration has in the
Contadora process is evidenced by the
fact that they did not even consult
with the Contadora group before an-
nouncement of the proposal we are de-
bating today.

A bipartisan alternative to the Presi-
dent’s propoal, the Hamilton-Barnes
substitute, will be voted on tomorrow.
Based upon progress being made
toward peace and democracy, it con-
tinues in effect the prohibition on
funding for military or paramilitary
operations in Nicaragua without
regard to fiscal year until Congress
enacts a joint resolution repealing
that prohibition. It does, however, pro-
vide $4 million for expenses arising
from the implementation of a Conta-
dora agreement, such as expenses for
peacekeeping, verification, and moni-
toring systems.

In addition, $10 million is provided
for humanitarian assistance for refu-
gees who are outside of Nicaragua, re-
gardless of whether they are associat-
ed with the Contras. This assistance
may be provided only through the
International Committee of the Red
Cross or the U.N. High Commissioner
for Refugees upon the determination
of such organization that the assist-
ance is necessary for humanitarian
purposes, and may not be provided for
provisioning combat units. It also pro-
vides that the President must report
to Congress every 3 months on the
progress made in achieving the objec-
tives of the resolution and on any ex-
penditure of funds under the resolu-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I support this com-
promise because its goal is peace, ar-
rived at peacefully through the 21
Contadora principles. It provides for a
congressional role in determining
whether progress is made toward
peace and democracy in Nicaragua,
and explicitly states that that det,er‘ml
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nation will be made within the context
of a regional settlement.

It is reassuring to me that the $10
million in humanitarian aid would be
provided only through the Interna-
tional Committee of the Red Cross or
the U.N. High Commissioner for Refu-
gees. These are organizations with es-
tablished reputations, and there is rea-
sonable assurance that this money
would be used for humanitarian aid
and nothing else.

Mr. Chairman, the Reagan adminis-
tration’s Central America policy is
based on increasing militarization and
force. Make no mistake about it: It is
up to this body to stop this dangerous
drift into direct military involvement
in the region, for that is indeed where
this administration is leading us. In re-
sponse to the question of what is the
direction of U.S. Central America
policy to be, we must state clearly and
strongly that it is in the direction of
searching for a peaceful settlement to
the conflicts and problems in the
region. It is the only rational policy to
endorse. Any other is fraught with
danger for this country and this hemi-
sphere.

Mr. Chairman, our President has
become fond of quoting President
Franklin D. Roosevelt. President
Franklin D. Roosevelt, one of the
greatest and most authentic freedom
fighters of this century, put it this
way: “More than an end to war, we
want an end to the beginnings of all
wars.” Rejecting the President’s pro-
posal on Central America, on the Nica-
raguan Contras, will help achieve that
goal on this vital issue.
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Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. GaLLol.

Mr. GALLO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I had the opportuni-
ty just 2 short weeks ago to visit—
along with a colleague of mine, DAN
BurTtoN from Indiana—QGuatemala, El
Salvador, and Nicaragua. I would like
to just focus in on Nicaragua itself, be-
cause I think El Salvador, although it
has some problems, it has democraéy
and a foundation for democracy that
is moving in the right direction.

On the other hand, when coming
into Nicaragua, I must admit I had
some preconceived feelings in support
of the President's peace proposal. I
had one question in my mind as to
whether or not the moneys we were
talking about would have any impact
on the Nicaraguan. I wanted to find
out whether or not a lot of the innu-
endos I have heard and a lot of things
published in the press were things of
fact or fiction.

Let me say to you that there is no
democracy in Nicaragua and certainly
there is no peace. We had the opportu-
nity to meet with the private press, La
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Presia, finding from the editor and
also the owner that they have been
closed down some 36 times as a result
of censorship. What were some of
those things that were being censored?
The New York Times editorial in favor
of the President’s peace proposal. The
editorial of the Washington Times in
favor of the peace proposal.

What else was censored? The Presi-
dent’s peace plan. And also censored
was the Speaker’s objections to that
peace plan. What was very obvious to
me and Congressman BURTON is that
they did not want the people of Nica-
ragua to know anything about a peace
proposal. That is one of the first
things I was confronted with: A lack of
freedom of the press.

I went to a radio station that has
been in existence 26 years. A nonde-
nominational radio station, religious in
nature, having priests and pastors give
sermons and also religious informa-
tion. To find that they are in fact
after that sermon is put on tape, to
find that they have to be transcribed
and given to the government for ap-
proval, again shows the censorship
and the lack of sensitivity to those
original concepts that many people
fought for in that revolution.

So there is no question in my mind
that there is no freedom of expression
and there is no freedom of religion.
We had an opportunity to talk with a
civil rights organization independent
of the government; independent of
any government, they have five areas
or five offices in Nicaragua. They have
received over 100 complaints a month
dealing with atrocities by the Sandin-
istan government.

- The question was asked by Congress-
man BurroN: How many have been
registered by the freedom fighters or
against the freedom fighters? Eight.
He clarified that: is it eight a month?
No; it was eight since 1982.

We talk about free enterprise. We
had an opportunity to talk to a cotton
grower, a coffee grower, a bottling
company, and also Texaco refinery.
We said, “Is there free enterprise
there?” We have heard it. He said let
me tell you what free enterprise
means to the Communists. One, they
tell me who I hire. They tell me how
much to pay; they tell me what I grow;
they tell me who I sell it to; and they
tell me how much. That went right
down the wire, every single one of
those.

We had one opportunity to talk to
an official of the Nicaraguan Sandi-
nista government. Asked if he was a
Communist, he said, “What is a Com-
munist? What is in a name? A Commu-
nist, a socialist, a capitalist?”” We went
down every one of those violations I
just mentioned and he admitted every
single one of them, and he blamed it
on the war.
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This bill is very important. It is
going to send the right message to the
right people. It deserves your support.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK. I thank the very able
chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee for the excellent work he is
doing here and on other measures.

Mr. Chairman, we ought to be clear
that we are not simply talking about
messages here. We are talking about
killing people. We are talking about
appropriation today American tax dol-
lars to help people kill each other in
Nicaragua. Sadly, there are times in
this world when it is necessary for us
to do that. We are not pacificists here,
very many of us, and we cannot afford
to be.

We ought to be very reluctant to
commit our tax dollars to situations in
which we subsidize people to kill each
other. There has been a lot of talk
about atrocities, and people on the left
have talked about the atrocities of the
Contras and people on the right have
talked about the atrocities of the San-
dinistas. I am inclined to believe that
both sides are guilty of them, because
when men go to war, they do not just
kill each other; they inevitably, with
the best will in the world, with modern
weapons, will kill innocents. In some
cases, the best will in the world is not
there and I think that is ture on both
sides here.

We are not talking now about
whether we like the Sandinistas or
not. Since when was it a rule that if
we decline to spend American tax dol-
lars to finance civil war in a country
that meant we were supporters of the
country. That meant that we somehow
endorsed their form of government.

Let us point out again that this ad-
ministration is about the best friend in
the world today of the racist govern-
ment of South Africa. I would like to
change that policy, but I do not know
anyone in this House who is advocat-
ing that we take $40 or $50 million,
the equivalent of the 14 with this pop-
ulation, and finance armed revolt in
South Africa. Let us not present that
there is any great sense in this House
that because of an absence of democ-
racy in Nicaragua we are so outraged
that we will finance for that reasoa an
attack on it. Not when we have in the
White House and the State Depart-
ment and the Defense Department
South Africa’s best friends. A govern-
ment far more repressive in the treat-
ment of the overwhelming black ma-
jority than the Nicaraguans have ever
been.

Let us not present that the Chilean
Government, which is more repressive
and less involved in civil liberties, is
going to see us finance an attack. The
issue is not whether or not we are
trying to force a democracy; that has
not been a major goal with this admin-
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istration, and if it was, it is not by
force of arms. I do not think people
want seriously to advocate that Amer-
ica becomes the international 911 of
the Civil Liberties Union. They are
censoring a newspaper, which they are
and which I regret and which I criti-
cize; send down an American hit
squad. They indicted an archbishop in
South Africa, are we going to send out
another American hit squad? We only
have a right to commit American tax
dollars to subsidize warfare when our
national security is at risk.

I do not believe that the world’s
greatest superpower is threatened by
this poor and disorganized and badly
governed country. There has been in
this House a consensus from 1981 on,
if they are threatening their neigh-
bors, funds could easily be voted for
interdiction. There is no dispute; if
Nicaragua were to threaten Costa
Rica, I think there would be over-
whelming support in this House on
both sides to say we will step in and
prevent that.
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But we are being told that it is
simply that we cannot tolerate the
presence of this Marxist-Leninist
regime. The President is, of course
justly proud of the great relations he
has forged with the People’'s Republic
of China, and I think they are making
some strides there, but let us not con-
fuse Deng Xiaoping with the head of
the Chamber of Commerce. Let us not
lull oursevles into thinking that some-
how the mainland Chinese have aban-
doned Marxism-Leninism because we
have chosen for strategic reasons to be
their friends.

We are being asked to subsidize war-
fare, the killing of people, with Ameri-
can tax dollars, because why? The
only argument could be that they
threaten our security. I do believe that
Nicaragua under certain circumstances
could be a threat to its neighbors and
I regret that they have, unfortunately,
been willing to act as a threat in some
ways, although exacerbated somewhat
by us.

It is a little hard to be making war
on people and then criticize them for
having a big armed service. We do not,
in my judgment, face that kind of
threat. We do not face the kind of
threat to our security that justifies
this kind of revolution.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would submit to the
gentleman that the Killing Fields that
occurred in Cambodia was a direct
result of the U.S. Government, par-
ticularly the Congress, taking the
stance that the gentleman has advo-
cated just now and that is to say there
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is no direct threat to the United States
and, therefore, we are not going to get
involved in a civil dispute.

Would the gentleman say in retro-
spect that we should not have helped
the resistance against the Khmer
Rouge in Cambodia?

Mr. FRANK. I would say to the gen-
tleman I was not in Congress right
then, that by our involvement in
Southeast Asia and in bringing the
war into Cambodia when it had not
been, we contributed more to the kill-
ing. The analogy simply fails.

If we vote for this $14 million, and
this is just the down payment on hun-
dreds of millions more to come in this
administration, the cost, by the way, if
you believe the only justification for
making war down there, which is what
you are asking us to do, when you send
people down to shoot other people,
that is called war, and let us not kid
people.

The CHAIRMAN. The time to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Frank] has expired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK].

Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this additional time.

Mr. Chairman, if we really believe
that our security is at stake, then we
have to believe the plan the Reagan
administration has been talking about
of sending down American troops, be-
cause no one thinks the Contras can
win. No one thinks at this level they
are going to win.

So I would say to the gentleman
that I think there were mistakes made
in Southeast Asia, but a greater mis-
take will be made today in terms of
what we can control if we continue to
subsidize war and killing. The notion,
the fig leaf, that we are roncerned be-
cause of the lack of de ..ocracy, yes, 1
am very critical of the lack of democ-
racy in Nicaragua, but I am more criti-
cal—

Mr. HUNTER. Is the gentleman tell-
ing me that the killing of 3 million
people in Southeast Asia was right?

Mr. FRANK. I have not yielded, and
I would ask for regular order, Mr.
Chairman. I do remember the last
time I asked my friend to yield, and he
did not.

I have to say that it seems to me not
quite legitimate, intellectually or mor-
ally, for people who have been as sup-
portive of South Africa and the Philip-
pines and Chile and South Korea to
claim that they have democracy as a
justification for Kkilling in this in-
stance.

Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. Chairman,
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr, HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me, and I
thank him particularly for yielding so
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I can respond to my friend from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. Chairman, let me just say that I
think U.S. policy with regard to inter-
ference in other countries has been ba-
sically a policy of abandonment. In
fact, we encouraged the freedom
fighers in Cuba. We abandoned them
in the Bay of Pigs. We encouraged the
resistance in Cambodia. We aban-
doned them.

I do not think any gentleman, even
the gentleman from Massachusetts,
would contend in retrospect that al-
lowing the genocide to take place, the
Killing Fields that took place because
of America abandoning the resistance
in Cambodia, reflected an appropriate
action by the U.S. Congress.

Mr. FRANK. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. I will yield to the
gentleman when I finish. I will give
the gentleman a chance to comment
or ask a question.

We encouraged our friends in South
Vietnam, and we abandoned them. So
I would contend that what is being ad-
vocated today is really a policy of
abandonment, and let me just say to
my friends who have naively said what
we really need are ideas, we need eco-
nomic approaches, we need political
approaches.

There is nobody in the world who
would contend that when Golda Meir
was in trouble, when it looked like
Israel was possibly headed for destruc-
tion, that instead of C5 aircraft that
had M-60's that rolled out of those
C5’s to save Israel, we should have
somehow sent a program of ideas and
an economic campaign. Most Members
of this House would have said that is
baloney, and I can tell you today that
nobody can cite a case in which an
American campaign of ideas or an
American economic campaign has
stood up to Soviet tanks.

I will make one fast statement and
yield to my friend.

It is a fact, regardless of how you
construe the Contras or the Sandinis-
tas, that in fact they are building mili-
tary establishments that can be used
by Soviet aircraft. In Grenada, the
President showed a picture of a field
that was being built, and he said this
thing is going to be used by Cuban and
Soviet aircraft. A great many Members
said that is baloney, the President is
hyping this thing again.

When we captured the 26,000
pounds of documents in Grenada, we
got a document of a central committee
meeting, a secret central committee
meeting in which the recorder of the
meeting said it has been decided the
airfield will be used by the Cuban and
Soviet military, and I think that is a
pretty close quote.

Let us face it. No matter how you
figure the Contras, no matter how you
figure the Sandinistas, you have to
concur and presume, everybody, liber-
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als and conservatives, the Soviets are
going to use the military equipment
they are making this huge, multimil-
lion-dollar investment in. We are
giving them, whether you like the
Sandinistas or not, or whether you
think they are going to become more
liberal or not, we are giving the Soviet
Union military bases in Central Amer-
ica. If you can accept that, then that
should be your argument that it is not
worth it to go in and try to do some-
thing about it. If you cannot accept it,
then we should do something about it,
but let us not kid ourselves about cam-
pa.igns of ideas overcoming Soviet

Mr Chs.lrman I yield to my friend
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I did not talk about campaigns of
ideas and it would not seem to me a
useful one at this particular time. My
point is, and I appreciate that the gen-
tleman from California is not pretend-
ing that democracy internally has any-
thing to do with it, I appreciate his
honesty. What he is saying is that we
should be afraid because there will be
some Soviet weaponry in Nicaragua.
The Soviets have had Cuba as an ally
for 25 years. That has caused some
problems in Africa and I regret the
way they have governed, but they
have not threatened directly the secu-
rity of the United States and no one
that I know of is suggesting that if the
Nicaraguan Government begins to
threaten its neighbors that we ought
to stay our hand, but that is not the
policy the gentleman is defending.

The Reagan policy is four points,
and one of them he says is until they
agree to have free speech and free
elections, we are going to make war on
them. If the gentleman wants to talk
simply in strategic terms, let us get a
policy that deals with it and talk
about it. That is not the policy. We are
not being asked to send $14 million as
a downpayment on hundreds of mil-
lions more, to have more killing,
simply because of bases. The inevita-
ble part of the policy as they advocate
it is to include this facade of democra-

cy.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from California [Mr.
HuUNTER] has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this additional time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, let me just answer
my friend that I remember a few years
ago people were saying Cuba poses no
threat to the United States and we can
always do something if the Soviet
Union puts weapons in Cuba. They did
put weapons in Cuba. It was called the
Cuban missile crisis, and the world was
brought to the brink of nuclear war.
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So the idea that somehow we can
hold on and watch these massive air-
bases going into Nicaragua, and some-
how we can say that is OEK, if they
bring Blackjack bombers in, if they
bring Backfires in, if they bring mis-
giles in, then we can do something
about it, is to pay very little attention
to the lesson that was taught to the
Kennedy administration in 1962.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Just for the record, in 1962 Presi-
dent Kennedy, in an agreement with
the Cuban Government, got a conces-
sion that would agree that there
would be no offensive missiles, no of-
fensive weapons that would be based
in Cuba.

Mr. HUNTER. I take my time back.

Mr. MARKEY. For the past 23 years
there have been no offensive weapons
in Cuba.

Mr. HUNTER. Would the gentleman
say that that was a dangerous time for
America?

Mr. MARKEY. And without ques-
tion, it was resolved on the part of
both parties.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. TorRrEs].

Mr. TORRES. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I would like today to
associate myself with those colleagues
who have stood here in the well and
opposed this resolution. I do not do
this lightly, but I do it because I have
studied and experienced the situation
not just in a period of 4 weeks or 4
days or a month, but I have been a
student of Central America and I have
been a worker and I have traveled the
hemisphere for over 30 years looking
at the situation as a trade unionist, as
a diplomat, as a Member of Congress.

I believe the President’'s policy for
Central America is an incorrect one. I
believe his policy for Nicaragua is an
incorrect one. It is flawed because I be-
lieve that our foreign policy for Cen-
tral America is one at this time that
advocates a military solution to what
should be a diplomatic solution, one
that we could resolve by simple diplo-
matic means, as I just heard my two
colleagues before me articulate as to
how President Kennedy was able to
get the Soviet Union to keep its mis-
siles away from Cuba, and for 22 years
we have seen that situation prevail.

Last April I had the occasion to
travel to South America, and Central
America, visiting the major Contadora
countries of that region, Venezuela,
Colombia, Mexico, and Panama, and I
was encouraged by the statements by
the chiefs of state of those nations in
the kind of work they were trying to




April 23, 1985

bring about for peace in the region
through the Contadora process.
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But each and every time they ex-
pressed to me the frustration they ex-
perienced at each step of peaceful con-
clusions that our foreign policy
seemed to thwart those efforts.

Subsequent, to my trip to the Conta-
dora nations, I did travel to Nicaragua
in the company of congressional col-
leagues. We did meet with the opposi-
tion parties in Nicaragua. We met with
trade unionists, we met with the
Prensa newspaper, we met with Social
Democrats and the Christian Demo-
crats, and we listened to their griev-
ances and problems that they said
they were beset with under the Sandi-
nista regime. We took those grievances
and we took those complaints directly
to Commandante Ortega, and we ques-
tioned him, and we said in no soft
terms—we did not mince any words—
we said, “Is it true you are doing this
and that? Are you oppressing the
people? Are you oppressing the press?
Are you preventing trade unionists
from carrying out their democratic
prerogatives’”?

To some of those queries he gave us
some acceptable answers. Some an-
swers were that the very Contras that
they are opposing, as we have heard
today, were former members of the
Somozista government, that now that
they were outside of office, now that
they were on the outside, they wanted
to impose their will upon the Nicara-
guan people, and since this was a revo-
lution, the revolutionary government
was not going to let them come back
in and take over where they left off.

Ortega was also concerned about our
own actions, our own mining of Nica-
raguan harbors, our own overhead re-
connaissance flights, our own instrue-
tional manual for assassination at-
tempts, and they were concerned
about those very Contras he talked
about, those representatives from the
former terrorist regime.

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TORRES. 1 will yield when I
have finished my statement.

They were concerned with the kind
of killing these people were perpetrat-
ing upon the peaceful people of Nica-
ragua, the peasants, the coffee grow-
ers, the businessmen. And yes, I think
that all of us in this Chamber are dis-
mayed by the kind of violence that
prevails on both sides. It is a plague on
both Houses. But I am dismayed to
know that, as my colleague pointed
out earlier, this Government, our
House of Representatives, would per-
petuate that violence through this res-
olution by killing with taxpayer dol-
lars the people of Nicaragua.

Look at today's copy of this news
journal “Newsweek” and see for your-
self the kind of violence that Ameri-
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can taxpayers dollars now perpetuate
in Nicaragua. We should be dismayed
by this kind of dispicable situation. It
is true that I do not agree and my col-
leagues do not agree with all aspects
of the Sandinista regime, but military
intervention is not the answer.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
Torres] has expired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. TORRES].

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this extra time.

Mr. Chairman, I implore upon my
colleagues here today, after having
heard the debate on both sides, that
we must choose a direction that does
not—does not, I repeat—move us in
the direction of killing more of these
people. As my colleague, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. FrRaNK],
has just stated, we are perpetrating
killing in this hemisphere, and I be-
lieve it is wrong.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the only so-
lution to deal with this problem is to
accept and adopt the Barnes-Hamilton
substitute language that will be before
us tomorrow.

Mrs. BURTON of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TORRES. I yield to my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia,

Mrs. BURTON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I really am very impressed
with the gentleman’s statement, and I
know he is a statesman and a diplomat
and knows the language. He has been
to those places, and I want to join him
in his statement. I say to the gentle-
man, you are very profound.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
Torres] has expired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Townsl.

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to say that I agree with the
gentleman from California [Mr.
Torgres] that we need to make certain
that no additional money goes for this
purpose, recognizing the fact that the
United States should not be involved
in intervening in the internal affairs
of another country. I think on that
note alone that we should vote this
down.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi-
tion to House Resolution 239, which
would provide $14 million in military
assistance to the Contra forces fight-
ing against the government and people
of Nicaragua.

The administration’s war against
Nicaragua has become the centerpiece
of its Central America policy. The ad-
ministration’s cavalier attitude toward
legal restrictions which should govern
its actions toward Nicaragua exempli-
fies its approach to the law with re-
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spect to Central America in general.
Support for the Contras, whose aim is
to undermine and potentially over-
throw the Nicaraguan Government,
violates both international law and
treaties. Moreover, one must ask how
we can fund an armed insurgency
against a country with whom we have
diplomatic relations?

Too little has been said about the
terrorist activities of the Contras.
There are well-documented reports of
kidnapings, torture, and rape of both
Nicaraguan citizens and foreigners in
the Atlantic coast area. The brutality
of the Confras is described in two
recent reports “Violations of the Laws
of War by Both Sides in Nicaragua
1981-85,” by Americas Watch, and
“What We Have Seen and Heard: The
Effect of Contra Attacks Against Nica-
ragua” by the witness for peace
project. Both reports indicate that
human rights abuses by the Nicara-
guan Government are far less severe
than actions by the Contras. As the
witness for peace project indicates “to
equate the Contras to our Founding
Fathers as President Reagan has done,
does violence both to our history and
to the reality being lived by the Nica-
raguan people; while some discontent
with the Sandinista Government does
exist, the methods used by the Con-
tras only convince the people that the
Contras are carrying on the brutal tra-
dition of Somoza's former national
guard. The United States is pouring
millions of dollars into a group that
will never become a viable democratic
alternative to the Sandinistas.”

I urge my colleagues to reject this
$14 million appropriation which will
only lead to more killings and suffer-
ing for the Nicaraguan people. We
would all do well to remember the
words of John Quincy Adams on July
4th in 1821, when he said:

The true American goes not abroad in
search of monsters to destroy. ... (Amer-
ica) well knows that by once enlisting under
other banners than her own, were they even
the banners of foreign independence, she
would involve herself, beyond the power of
extrication, in all wars of interest and in-
trigue, of individual avarice, envy, and ambi-
tion. She might become the dictatress of the
world: She would no longer be the ruler of
her own spirit.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. COURTER].

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend for yielding.

1 was over in my office and heard
some of the spirited debate, and I just
want to comment on what I can only
characterize as hypocrisy in talking
about our making war, subsidizing war
in Nicaragua.
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At least three times this House has
voted and the Democrats overwhelm-
ingly have defeated our effort to have
the funding of the Contras on a recip-
rocal basis. If the Nicaraguan Sandi-
nistas would stop exporting revolution
to El Salvador, we would stop funding
the Contras. And they voted no. They
said, no, they would not accept that as
a basis for the funding. So obviously
the fact that they are exporting revo-
lution does not bother them.

Then I heard praise for the settle-
ment by President Kennedy in Cuba,
saying that negotiation is the way to
g0. There was a naval blockage as I
recall. Let me say that Cuba has 2,800
Soviet combat troops over there, 2,800
Soviet military advisers, 2,100 Soviet
technicians at their Lourdes electronic
intelligence facility, 950-plus tanks,
250 Mig-21's and 23’s, and 3 subma-
rines. That is some solution.

Now, if you look at Punta Huete, the
airfield that has just been built in
Nicaragua, that is not for Piper Cubs
or tourism; that is for long-distance re-
connaissance planes, and the Soviets
fly those up the east coast out of
Cuba, and now they can fly them up
the west coast out of Nicaragua.

So it is very serious, but some Mem-
bers just do not take communism and
the penetration in our hemisphere se-
riously enough. I do not know what it
takes to get them awake.

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his observa-
tion.

I would like to ask the gentleman a
question, too. Perhaps he can answer
it for me.

It was mentioned during the debate
that this was a United States war in
Nicaragua. It seems to me that the
Contras were not created by the
United States, but they were in fact
created by the totalitarian Sandinistas
in Nicaragua. They abandoned the
revolution. It was hijacked in 1979.
They said they were for pluralism,
they said they were for democracy,
and they said they were for free
speech and freedom of the press, and,
therefore, because of their subjuga-
tion of their own people, they created
the Contra movement; is that correct?

Mr. HYDE. Well, of course. They
have definitely followed a time sched-
ule.

We were sending them money as fast
as we could, and they were in Cuba
consolidating the guerrilla groups in
El Salvador. We wanted to send our
Peace Corps down, our lovely, dewy-
eyed, pink-cheeked Peace Corps, to
help those people. They did not want
the Peace Corps. They wanted Cuban
technicians in there, and Bulgarians,
East Germans, and PLO. Then they
started building the biggest military
machine in Central America while we
were still here dumfounded and send-
ing them the money. That is what
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happened. The revolution was be-
trayed.

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman very much, and
he is absolutely correct.

As well as the Cubans and East Ger-
mans and Bulgarians and, as the gen-
tleman mentioned, the PLO, the Sovi-
ets are sending about 7,000 barrels of
oil a day to Nicaragua. And the Liby-
ans are sending materials. In fact, the
Libyans are the greatest supplier of
war materiel at the present time in
Nicaragua.

Very often we can tell a countries’
plans and which direction they are
headed and what their policy is going
to be not only by what they say, not
only by the policies they adopt and
what they do, but by who their friends
are. We look at Iran that is helping
Nicaragua, we look at the Communist-
bloc countries and their involvement
there, and we see the fact that Mu'am-
mar Qadhafi is sending aircraft to
Nicaragua. He has sent about $140 mil-
lion of military aid. He has sent sur-
face-to-air missiles, SA-T's, and he has
sent a large variety of helicopters.
That is Mu’ammar Qadhafi. For those
people who forget, he is the gentleman
who runs Libya and does not believe
that the Israelis have a right to exist.

The PLO is now involved in Nicara-
gua, for those people who forget about
the PLO, we cannot forget Yasser
Arafat. He is the person who special-
izes in affirmative action in the mar-
ketplaces of Israel.
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You can go on and talk in terms of
the East Germans. They are there as
well. So you can tell what is happen-
ing to a country not only by what they
say, not only by what they do, but also
who are their friends, who they associ-
ate with.

I, too, was in Central America, in
Nicaragua.

I remember talking to an individual
who owned a shop. He had a daughter
that was about 7 years of age, 6 or 7
years of age, I am not sure.

And he said, “Congressman, do you
realize what is going on in the educa-
tional system in Nicaragua?”

And I said, “Well, I'm not positive.”

He said, “Let me show you.”

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from New Jersey has ex-
pired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield an additional 5 minutes to the
gentleman.

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

He gave me a textbook that his
daughter was in grammar
school. I looked at it and thumbed
through the pages. 1 happened to
Xerox a couple of the pages from the
textbook and I would like to hold both
of them up for you for your perusal
and edification. One, as you can see,
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this little goody here, this is what they
are teaching young Nicaraguan stu-
dents, young boys and girls, that is
how you add in the totalitarian Com-
munist Marxist Leninist Nicaragua.
Two plus two machineguns plus two
hand grenades is six. Three hand gre-
nades plus three hand grenades, that
equals six. Two times three, that
equals six as far as hand grenades is
concerned. Also the same thing with
regard to submachineguns and people
in uniform.

Everybody should recognize precise-
ly what is happening in Nicaragua
today. It is a Communist regime that
is gathering its momentum, that is
consolidating, that is, in fact, if not
today will be a security threat to this
country.

I also want to mention the fact that
in the other body there was some tes-
timony earlier this week, it has not
really been mentioned during the
debate we have had so far on Nicara-
gua. The testimony is very interesting
by Commissioner of Customs of the
United States before the Senate Sub-
committee on Children, Family and
Drugs, by William Von Robb. William
Von Robb says the following:

Tomas Borge—Tomas Borge is the Interi-
or Minister in Nicaragua—reportedly allows
Colombia drug traffickers to use Corn
Island as a trans-shipment point for drugs
bound for the United States and he was ar-
ranging Cuban assistance for this operation.

The testimony goes on, and I will
just conclude here by saying on page 9
of his testimony:

United States Customs Service recently
concluded an investigation which in my
opinion proves the involvement of certain
Sandinista officials in narcotics trafficking.

Also the testimony of John Keeney,
and we did not have the opportunity
to listen to his testimony on the House
side. He indicates the fact that during
his investigation on international drug
smuggling, the investigation dealt with
the large variety of transactions, none
of which really caused undue atten-
tion. They were rather routine, ac-
cording to him.

“The exception will, I believe” he
said, “be of interest to you.” He was
testifying to the other body.

This transaction invelved an apparent at-
tempt by representatives of the government
of Nicaragua, with the assistance of Robert
Vesco, “we all know Robert Vesco,” to estab-
lish a cocaine distribution network which
would operate both in Europe and the
United States; but the evidence gathered
during this Investigation suggests that
during 1983 the Nicaraguan government
personnel attempted to make all the ar-
rangements necessary to establish Nicara-
gua das a major cocaine exporter in the
world.

I will conclude by citing toward the
end of his statement:
During the course of the investigation of

these events, a great deal of evidence has
been amassed which confirms the involve-
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ment of Nicaraguans in cocaine trafficking
in the world.

That is another instance, another
idea, another glimpse as to what is
happening.

Now, the reason they are involved in
cocaine trafficking is not the fact that
they particularly enjoy cocaine. It is
the fact that they are getting hard
currency in order to support their rev-
olution. They are willing to have
Americans, to have Europeans, to have
Central Americans, fall into the evil
influence of narcotics in order to sup-
port their revolution.

Everybody knows that our Declara-
tion of Independence talks about “in-
alienable rights.” They are rights that
cannot be given away. They cannot be
taken away because they are given by
God. They are for everybody. To deny
those rights to those people who are
seeking freedom in Central America
really is to deny our own Constitution.

Freedom in Nicaragua is really our
freedom. You cannot look around the
world and say, we have freedom and
you do not. It is too bad. There is mu-
tuality and universality in freedom. If
we fail in Nicaragua, where are we
going to possibly succeed? If freedom
is not worth defending in Nicaragua,
where is it going to be worth defend-
in

g?

Our friends and our enemies are
waiting for that answer.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I
am adamantly opposed to the Presi-
dent’s request for $14 million in aid to
the Contras.

If one picture, Mr. Chairman, is

worth a thousand words, then the four
pictures that appeared in Newsweek
magazine yesterday are worth hours
of our days’ debate. In these graphic
photographs, we see a prisoner forced
to dig his own grave. We see the ex-
pression on his face as his throat is
cut. Then we watch as he is casually
buried deep in the jungle. This is what
we are talking about today, Mr. Chair-
man.
There is no excuse any longer for
the bland persistence in comparing
these executioners to the Founding
Fathers, but we have to admit there is
also no excuse whatsoever for offering
American military aid to them. Our
support would further legitimize the
Contras. It would justify the citizens
of Nicaragua in believing that their
well-being and their very lives are of
no concern to the Government of the
United States, and it would ease the
task of the Sandinistas of rallying pop-
ular support against a brutal foe
backed by a government.

I believe that our real interest in
Central America, and I think a lot of
us believe that, is the development of
a democratic government; but all the
money and all the power of the United
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States will not let a democracy grow in
the scorched soil of a battlefield. Mili-
tary aid to the Contras is in the worst
interests of the United States and I
urge my colleagues to oppose it. It is
another step down the trail that will
end in a war of our own military
forces. American can do better, Mr.
Chairman, and I believe we can.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DyMaALLY].

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Chairman, as a
Representative of a democratic nation,
I must deplore the moral bankruptcy
of a policy that demands the terroriz-
ing of a civillan population in the
name of freedom and anticommunism.
Indeed, the President of the United
States is not asking me, a member of
the House of Representatives Foreign
Affairs Committee, to support the
good intentions of an anti-Communist
cause. He is not asking me to support a
lasting plan for peace in Central
America. He is not even asking me to
assess the strengths and weaknesses of
the ruling regime in Nicaragua. In-
stead, he is requesting that I support a
policy which calls for the violent over-
throw of a government with which we
are at peace. As one who believes that
with power also comes responsibility,
and as someone who believes that the
administration has not levelled with
us about the strength of its anti-Com-
munist commitment in the Western
Hemisphere, I must oppose Mr. Rea-
gan’s plan to assist the Nicaraguan
Contras.

“Freedom fighters” is the term
President Reagan uses to describe the
CIA-funded Contra forces fighting in
Nicaragua. Referring to them as “our
brothers,” the President recently said
that financial aid to the Contras “is
totally consistent with our Nation's
history.” With this unique interpreta-
tion of U.S. history, he continues to
urge the Amerian people to fund,
equip, and train these fighters. These
are the same men who focus on
human targets, seeking out doctors,
teachers, and agriculture workers for
torture and assassination; the same
men who focus on economic targets,
even when military targets are present
in an area, the same men who kidnap
and brutalize peasant workers. And
perhaps, more significantly to U.S. for-
eign policymakers, these are the same
men whom Adm. Stansfield Turner,
former CIA director, admits can never
win a war.

The long-term political liabilities of
supporting and encouraging these ter-
rorists sadden me. Without question,
the Sandinistas have commited their
fair share of crimes against humanity.
I am equally as saddened over the
prospects of Managua exporting its
revolution to peaceflul neighbors. Nev-
ertheless, I believe that our Govern-
ment has certain alternatives to the
Contras approach. Let us encourage
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the Contadora peace process, while at
the same time pursue every avenue of
peaceful negotiation with Managua.
We owe it to ourselves, and to the
people of the region, to stimulate a
truly peaceful resolution of the Cen-
tral American problem.

If we are to embark on a dramatic
anti-Communist crusade, let us assault
the Soviet Union or China. The ad-
ministration has exaggerated the al-
leged threat of Nicaragua to the
United States, noting the existence of
mythical arsenals of incredible de-
structive power. Let us reason and ne-
gotiate again. The end result can be
only hemispheric cooperation, and an
adherence to our own democratic prin-
ciples of nonintervention and fair
play.
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Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
now yield 17 minutes to the esteemed
chairman of the Select Committee on
Intelligence, the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HAMILTON].

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the resolution
(H.J. Res. 239), a joint resolution to
approve the obligation of funds avail-
able under Public Law 98-473 for sup-
porting military or paramilitary oper-
ations in Nicaragua.

The issue before Congress is not
whether we like the Sandinista gov-
ernment. Most of us have serious prob-
lems with that government and its
policies. The question before us is:
How can we best achieve our common
goals of peace, internal reconciliation
in Nicaragua, and democracy in the
region.

I oppose House Joint Resolution 239
for several reasons:

1. THIS POLICY SHOULD BE REJECTED BECAUSE
THERE ARE BETTER ALTERNATIVES TO ACHIEVE
OUR OBJECTIVES WHICH SHOTULD BE PURSUED
FIRST BEFORE ANY RESORT TO THE AFFLICA-
TION OF MILITARY FORCE
The President’s statement of the

problem we confront in Nicaragua is

to either fund the Contras or accept
an expansive communism in Central

America. He suggests that those of us

who oppose the funds for the Contras

really favor the spread of communism.

May I respectfully suggest that the

question that divides us is not whether

to oppose communism in that area,
but how best to do it.

Let me try to state the elements of a
better alternative.

In brief, I believe we can move
toward a negotiated solution which
will protect the American national in-
terest through the application of a vig-
orous, consistent, and tough diploma-
¢y, conducted with the advice and sup-
port of our friends in the area, and
backed up by a willingness to apply
maximum economic pressure. If Nica-
ragua tries to destabilize the region,
our strategy should include political,
diplomatic, and economic sanctions,
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which should be used before military
opt‘ijons. such as covert actions, are
used.

First, the United States clearly does
have legitimate security interests in
Nicaragua. These interests include:

Prohibition of Soviet bases; reduc-
tion, if not the elimination, of Cuban
and Soviet influence; removal of for-
eign troops; and cessation of efforts to
promote revolution.

Second, if the threat is as great as
the President says, let us deal with it
openly and straightforwardly—not by
a nonsecret, secret war, or an overt-
covert, war.

Third, I favor a tought diplomacy.
We should act to put international law
on our side. We should take our evi-
dence and our case to the OAS, to the
Contadora nations, and to the UN.

Our diplomacy should make clear
that we can live with a Sandinista gov-
ernment that stops threatening U.S.
national interests and moves toward
an open political system.

Our diplomacy and our policy should
reflect our values and traditions.
Mining harbors, rejecting the jurisdic-
tion of the World Court, preparing
manuals which suggest approval of as-
sassination, and financing others to
fight to protect our national security
interests is not the preferred way for
the United States to act.

Our diplomacy must recognize the
centrality of a regional effort.

Regional security mechanisms, re-
gional organizations, and other Latin
American states can be mobilized to
bring heavy pressure on the Managua
government. Legal, overt containment
of Nicaragua is possible with the sup-
port of the states in the region
through the Contadora process and
the OAS.

The Sandinista government took a more
flexible stand in 1983, when it agreed to
multilateral negotiations through the Con-
tadora process. The pressure to do so was
not from the Contras but from Mexico and
Cuba, Castro urged the Sandinistas not to
become isolated, and that the refusal to ne-
gotiate multilaterally was isolating them
from the region. Hence, their change in po-
sition;

The U.S. commitment to resist com-
munism in Central America must be
consistent with the goals of other
countries in the region. Those states
support the Contadora process, and do
not support military intervention in
Nicaragua. If the United States does
not support and give high priority to
the Contadora process, the United
States is jeopardizing the single proc-
ess mostlikely to bring peace to the
region and to form a bulwark against
Communist infiltration;

Today the United States is the single larg-
est trading partner with Nicaragua. We buy
almost 20 percent of their total exports.

Fourth, I favor an aggressive use of
U.S. economic power.

Our policy in the region will be
strengthened as we give high priority
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not to fighting a war, but to strength-
ening the economic and political devel-
opment of the nations of the area;

Our ability to resist communism in
the region will hinge not on covert ac-
tivity, but on our ability and the abili-
ty of governments in the region to ad-
dress the basic problems of social and
economic development and participa-
tion in the political process;

If regional pressures fail, the United
States has several economic and diplo-
matic measures available to it to iso-
late Nicaragua, should this prove nec-
essary. We should be prepared to cut
trade and investment to Nicaragua
and to employ economic sanctions, and
to urge our allies to do the same.

These measures include:

Denying Nicaragua World Bank,
IMF, and private bank loans. Nicara-
gua's substantial arrearages can help
us get allied cooperation in this
regard;

Stopping Nicaraguan airlines from
flying to the United States:

Denying visas to Nicaraguan -citi-
Zens,

Imposing a partial or full economic
embargo on trade with Nicaragua in
conjunction with our allies;

Breaking diplomatic relations with
Nicaragua; and

Strengthening the military and in-
telligence capabilities of the states in
the region.

We all know that there are tough
non-military steps we could take
against Nicaragua that have not been
taken.

Fifth, I do not reject the military
option.

If diplomatic, political and economic
pressures on the Sandinista govern-
ment do not work, United States, as
opposed to Contra, military action is
likely to have a far greater impact on
the Sandinista government.

I do not support such military action
at this time, but I remember that the
Sandinistas were and are deeply con-
cerned, even panicky, about U.S. inter-
vention. If a demonstration of
strength is needed, military maneuvers
and U.S. seapower are likely to have
more of an impact than the covert
War.

I recognize that the military option
in defense of U.S. interests is some-
times required. I do not claim the
United States should never use that
option. I say at this point in time we
should try harder to resolve the con-
flicts in the area through political,
diplomatic, and economic means. If
those means fail, and if the Govern-
ment of Nicaragua threatens U.S. na-
tional interests in the area and it be-
comes necessary to exercise the mili-
tary option, let us do so openly, and

not ask someone else to fight our bat-
tles for us.
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2. THE ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL PUTS US
ON THE PATH TOWARD MILITARY INTERVENTION

The President has elevated the
struggle to change the Sandinista gov-
ernment through military force to one
of the highest priorities of his admin-
istration. On February 21, President
Reagan said that it was U.S. policy to
seek to remove the Sandinista govern-
ment unless it changed its goals and
present structure and allowed the
Contras into the government. He said
“You can say we're trying to oust the
Sandinistas by what we’re saying.”

On April 15, he said “to do nothing
in Central America is to give the first
Communist stronghold on the North
American continent a green light to
spread its poison through this free and
increasingly democratic hemisphere.”

The Secretary of State does not
equivocate: Nicaragua is now behind
the Iron Curtain.

But, General Paul Gorman, the re-
tiring Commander of the U.S. South-
ern Command—and a supporter of aid
to the Contras—stated in February
1985, that a Contra overthrow of the
Sandinista government was not “feasi-
ble in the near future” even with U.S.
financial assistance, and that such
military pressure would take years to
produce results. The CIA has consist-
ently arrived at this same conclusion.

So, the President now wants to over-
throw the Sandinistas; his top military
commander says that the Contras
cannot do it. The question, then, is
how do you achieve the President’s ob-
jective.

The President says Nicaragua is vital
to U.S. interests and the Sandinistas
are a threat to the United States. The
U.S. military and the CIA say that
what we are now doing will not suc-
ceed. The President insists on the re-
moval of the Sandinista government.
Clearly, the Sandinistas will not
accept that they step aside. With that
condition there really is no chance for
diplomacy to work.

Thus, the conclusion follows that
greater application of U.S. military
force is the next option. A close exami-
nation of the President's own report
confirms this.

The $14 million in the President’s re-
quest is as a down payment on deeper
U.S. military involvement. As reported
in the press, the President anticipates
the deployment of from 20,000 to
25,000 Contras in the north and 5,000
to 10,000 Contras in the south of Nica-
ragua—a total of 35,000 Contras. This
new commitment is to enlarge the
Contras to a force over twice its
present size.

As reported in the press, the Presi-
dent’s own report then states: “Direct
application of U.S. military force * * *
must realistically be recognized as an
eventual option, given our stakes in

;he region, if other policy alternatives
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Make no mistake, the $14 million re-
quest is the next step on the slippery
slope to further major U.S. interven-
tion in Nicaragua.

3. THIS PROPOSAL REQUESTS MONEY FOR
OBJECTIVES THAT ARE NOT CLEAR

Throughout the long involvement of
the CIA in Nicaragua, we have seen
tactics in search of an objective.

The United States simply has not
been able to decide what it wants from
the Sandinistas;

Since 1981, various purposes have
been advanced for the covert action
against Nicaragua;

First, the United States sought to
interdict the flow of arms from Nica-
ragua to El Salvador;

Then, to force Nicaragua to turn
inward;

Then, to bring Nicaragua to the ne-
gotiating table;

Then, to bring pluralism and free
elections to Nicaragua;

Then, to oust the Sandinistas.

Today, U.S. policy statements on
Nicaragua, especially those by the
President, no longer emphasize the ex-
ternal conduct of Nicaragua but the
removal of the Sandinistas. The Presi-
dent says we do not advocate the over-
throw of the Sandinistas if they
“would turn around and * * * say
uncle.” That phraseology is surely tan-
tamount to requiring their removal.

But what does overthrow mean, and
how do we propose to achieve this?

The administration wants to use the
Contras to apply pressure on the San-
dinistas, but that is a tactic—not an
objective, not a policy.

Until recently, you could take your
choice of administration policy.

Secretary Shultz wrote on February
6 that we do “not seek to destabilize or
overthrow the Government of Nicara-
gua; nor to impose or compel any par-
ticular form of government there.”

Fred Ikle, the Under Secretary of
Defense, has said that our goal is mili-
tary victory.

On April 15, the President said that
“We will do everything we can to win
this great struggle.”

At the very least, these differing
statements by the President and other
administration officials suggest a lack
of precision in defining U.S. policy
goals, confusion about those objectives
and a failure to articulate a clear
policy objective.

4. THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL CONTINUES TO
ALLOW THE CIA TO MANAGE THE WAR IN NICA-
RAGUA—AND THE CLEAR RECORD OF THE PAST
SEVERAL YEARS IS THAT THE CIA CANNOT CON-
TROL THIS OPERATION WITH FRECISION
The most spectacular and objection-

able CIA excesses of the recent past

include:

The mining of Nicaragua’'s harbors;

Air and maritime attacks on Nicara-
guan ports and other installations; and

The publication of the CIA manual,
which clearly sought an objective that
the administration rejected.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The CIA and the United States have
become tarred with Contra atrocities
and other Contra human rights viola-
tions. These acts of misconduct are
probably no better and no worse than
the conduct of the Sandinistas. The
difference is that the U.S. is financing
the Contras.

Since we depend on the Contras to
carry out our policies, we must also
answer for their actions. Their objec-
tive to overthrow the Government of
Nicaragua has not, throughout most
of this operation, been our objective.
In recent weeks the President has
adopted their objective. The Contras
have dictated American policy, at least
as much as the United States has dic-
tated their policy.

The United States has always sup-
ported the Contadora process, but this
weekend Commander Bermudez said
“We don't have to respect any Conta-
dora process.”

The President now proposes that the
CIA have less control over the Contras
than in the past. The CIA's role would
be to provide money, arms, and intelli-
gence to the Contras, but not involve
itself in day-to-day operations, plan-
ning, or oversight. The result of the
President's proposal will be even great-
er identification of the United States
with Contra activities, but less U.S.
control over them.

6. THIS PROPOSAL MAKES IT MORE DIFFICULT TO
OBTAIN REGIONAL BSUPPORT FOR TUNITED
STATES POLICIES AND FOR INITIATIVES TO
BRING PEACE TO THE REGION
It is inconsistent for the United

States both to support the Contadora
process and to seek military support
for the Contras. Support for the Con-
tras flagrantly violates one of the Con-
tadora’s principles that seeks to guar-
antee “that the territory of one state
is not used to conduct acts of aggres-
sion against the territory of another
state.” U.S. poliey should make unmis-
takably clear its support of the Conta-
dora process. Our friends in the area
do not support U.S. military interven-
tion in the area, whether direct or
through surrogates;

President Betancur of Colombia re-
inforced this on April 16 when he said
that he and other Latin American
leaders: “Firmly believe that any for-
elgn support to guerrilla groups, what-
ever the origin, is clearly in opposition
to the prevalling doctrine in Latin
America regarding foreign interven-
tion in the internal affairs of our con-
tinent.”

He also said of the President’s plan
that tying negotiations to aid for the
rebels made it ‘‘no longer a peace pro-
posal, but a preparation for war.”

U.S. financial assistance to the Con-
tras is a violation of U.S. treaty obliga-
tions under article 18 of the OAS
Charter, which provides as follows:
““No state or group of States has the
right to intervene, directly or indirect-
ly, for any reason whatever, in the in-
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ternal or external affairs of any other

State.”

We should note the impact of any
decision at this moment to increase
military involvement. The Contadora
peace negotiations for Central Amer-
ica are close to reaching full agree-
ment, according to President Betancur
and others. The United States should,
without equivocation, support those
negotiations. When we support re-
newed funding of the Contras for
covert war, we undercut the Conta-
dora process;

Because of its efforts to promote the
covert war, the United States has also
not been consistent in its support for
negotiations with Nicaragua. Direct
negotiations with Nicaragua should
precede any resort to the military
option. As the last few years would in-
dicate, the two cannot be dovetailed
successfully.

6. THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL CONTINUES A

CIA POLICY WHICH HAS NOT WORKED

The Contras are simply not in a po-
sition to achieve the goals the United
States seeks in Nicaragua. They
cannot defeat the Sandinista forces.

The Contras have never been able to
seize and hold territory in Nicaragua.
They operate only in the mountains.
They have never developed urban sup-
port. They haven't even been able to
sustain operations in Nicaragua with-
out supply from the outside. They
depend heavily on their sanctuaries in
Honduras and Costa Rica, without
which they could not continue their
fight.

They have never fared well in direct
confrontation with Sandinista units of
appreciable size.

Three years of U.S. support and $80
million in U.S. funding has not pro-
duced an insurgency capable of sus-
taining itself among the population of
Nicaragua.

7. THE FRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL CONTINUES A
COUNTERPRODUCTIVE POLICY. THERE ARE
BETTER WAYS TO CONTAIN COMMUNISM IN
CENTRAL AMERICA INSTEAD OF THE COVERT
WAR
The covert activity has provided the

Sandinistas with a convenient external

threat which they have used to justify

a host of repressive measures against

opposition parties, the press, the

church, and the people of Nicaragua.

They have used this external threat to

justify a military buildup, an unpopu-

lar draft, and large scale reliance on

Cuban, Soviet, and other Eastern

block military allies;

The Sandinista government will
have no incentive to moderate its posi-
tion or its behavior internally or exter-
nally as long as a covert action contin-
ues which seeks its overthrow. No gov-
ernment willingly submits to such
military pressure from a foreign
source. The covert action only encour-
ages more extreme positions by the
Sandinistas;
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Attempts by the United States to
renew funding for paramilitary oper-
ations against the Sandinista govern-
ment are undermining the consensus
that is developing in this country and
in this Congress over our policy
toward Central America;

The successful ability of the U.S.
Government to deny its involvement
in covert operations has always been a
criterion for their success. We can no
longer deny our involvement in the
Contra war. The United States has
suffered from the propaganda burden
of this covert war in Latin America
generally, and in Europe and through-
out the Third World. A willingness to
defend U.S. legitimate national securi-
ty interests by military actions is not
displayed by this war, just as it was
not displayed by the Bay of Pigs inva-
sion in 1961. Ineffective and counter-
productive military action is interpret-
ed throughout the world as a sign of
weakness, not of strength.

8. THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL CONTINUES A
POLICY WHICH AMERICAN PEOPFLE DO NOT
SUPPORT
By a margin of 70 to 18 percent,

Americans oppose the policy of U.S.

involvement in attempts to overthrow

the Sandinista government in Nicara-
gua. This poll is based on a February

1985 Washington Post-ABC news poll

and shows a higher level of opposition

to the Contra war than recorded in
any of the three previous surveys con-
ducted over the last 18 months;

This poll reflects the deep fears of
the American people that current poli-
cies are leading to U.S. intervention;

There is a growing consensus in the
United States in favor of increased
levels of economic and security assist-
ance for friendly and democratic
states in Central America at the same
time there is growing opposition to the
Contra war. U.S. policy should not let
the Contra war dominate the U.S.
agenda in the region. Rather, it should
build on the impo:tant emerging con-
sensus;

9. CONCLUSIONS

Mr. Chairman, we, as a nation, are
surely capable of arriving at a policy
toward this small, desparately poor
Central American country, and ad-
dressing the threat that it represents
to us, and our friends, without mili-
tary intervention.

In my view, we have not tried as
hard as we could to use other than
military means to achieve regional
peace and security.

The fundamental question is wheth-
er the United States can rise to the
challenge of leading the countries of
Central America toward peace and de-
velopment. We cannot do that by pro-
moting war.

We cannot expect to impose democ-
racy by force. There is a better way to
deal with our problems in Nicaragua
than by fighting this nasty little war.
We cannot make peace by making war;
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we cannot preserve peace by destroy-
ing it.

I urge you to oppose further military
aid to the Contras.

O 1640

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 7 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Mical.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I take
this opportunity with a great deal of
personal concern over the direction of
our Nation and what history will
record our actions to be in these
coming moments with regard to Nica-
ragua. Being from Florida and being
raised in a situation where I saw first-
hand a situation develop in Cuba that
has come to be most difficult, one of
the most if not the most difficult situ-
ations we deal with on a day-to-day
basis in this hemisphere, having gone
to high school with young men who
went home to fight in Cuba, in that ill-
fated Bay of Pigs mission, and have
them come back and iell me the re-
ports of what was going on in their
country, and seeing the results, I
cannot help but urge my colleagues to
take a new look at this entire situation
and, based on this thought: We Demo-
crats should remember that it was a
combined committee of Democrats
and Republicans that approved covert
aid in Nicaragua, and we approved it
at a preliminary level and we approved
it at a secondary level and we ap-
proved it at a tertiary level. Only until
that level got to a point where there
was concern did we recoil and say
maybe we should reconsider. But why
did we do it? Why? Because there was
a major change, not just in this admin-
istration but in the previous adminis-
tration, in what the Sandinistas were
doing and what the tenets of their
original revolution were.

Ortega had said publicly,

Costa Rica will be the jewel for our pluck-
ing, once we are in place.

Before this administration, as I
recall, even came to power, the state-
ment was made around the world that,

We, Nicaragua, will build the largest
standing army ever to be seen in this Hemi-
sphere outside of the United States.

These were concerns of Democrats
and Republicans. These were concerns
of Americans.

Now we do differ, and I do have con-
cerns with some of the actions of the
Contras and the politics that go back
and forth, but I think we ought to un-
derstand that, had we not expressed
some sensitivity, where would we be
even today? Would there be any will-
ingness on the part of Nicaragua to
enter into minor agreements like they
did today? Would there be any actions
of reciprocity or willingness to deal
with the Contadora group?

Recall that I sponsored the Mica
amendment 3 years ago on this floor
that lost by one vote that said, “Let’s
all stop, let’s all stop at once,” and our
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side, my side, did not agree with that
approach at that time, that maybe we
should not do anything.

There were 21 original tenets, and
we agree with those—freedom of reli-
gion, freedom of the press, a pluralis-
tic system for business, all of these
tenets published around the world in
documents in colleges and universities
and in their own revolution that they
would adhere to if they took over. And
these were the concerns that Demo-
crats and Republicans addressed when
they said yes, we need to do something
to swing that Sandinista revolution a
little more back to its original cause.
But not only did they not move back
toward their original cause, not only
have they not proceeded as quickly as
we had hoped, they simply turned
their backs and said that that was not
the case at all.

Now, let me just say I did not intend
to speak in this debate, because I
spent many hours in the last debate
last year. But I was reading last night
a book that I bought secondhand that
deals with the legislative history on di-
plomacy in the United States. It is an
interesting book that kind of ends in
the 1970’s but goes back to the begin-
nings of this Nation and takes every
major crisis that this country has
faced and traces diplomatically what
the Congress did to address it. And I
flipped through, very late last night,
the period 1935 to 1939. Believe me,
my colleagues, when I tell you so
much of what we are saying here
today is so appropriate and so equal to
what was said in that period: “Let's
not get involved, the problem will go
away.” Our colleagues were talking
about nonintervention policies, poli-
cies that in essence would look the
other way, but the problem did not go
away.

I know time is limited on this
debate, but let me just say this: I am
personally convinced that, regardless
of your party affiliation, if we walk
away in any major sense from this
today, we will face the problem as
Americans very directly very soon.
First it will be Floridians and Texans
and Californians, but eventually it will
be all Americans and probably the out-
rage that we hear now with regard to
this will be an outrage that we should
have done something years ago.

So I say we may have to look for
other approaches, support the Conta-
dora group, but we do not walk away
and leave Nicaraguans who are trying
to change the destiny in their own
country for surely what will be a situa-
tion that will draw us into have to
send American personnel, which I
Oppose.

I would support this action and ask
that we think about how we got here,
how the Democrats and the Republi-
cans on these committees in the House
and the Senate originally agreed that
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we should indeed take some actions to
stop what is going on with the Sandi-
nista regime.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WoLPE].

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to House Joint Resolution
239 and in support of the alternative
resolution introduced by Mr. BARNES
and Mr. HamrvTon. I also want to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks made a
few moments ago by the gentleman
from Indiana, the chairman of the
House Intelligence Committee.

Let me say at the outset that I am
more alarmed with our Central Ameri-
can policies and the divisive impact
the debate on this policy is having in
our country than I have been with any
other issue since the Vietnam war. For
those who deride and disregard any
comparison between our country’s in-
volvement in Southeast Asia and cur-
rent events in Central America, I ask
that you look again. Look at the thou-
sands of American citizens who par-
ticipated in the march for peace over
the weekend, the hundreds who were
arrested in front of the White House
protesting our Nation’s actions in Cen:
tral America, and all the people who
stayed to visit with Members yester-
day and share their sense of forebod-
ing and distress at the direction of
U.S. policy in the region. Does this not
look a bit familiar?

Consider the rhetorical excesses we
hear from our President, the distor-
tions and the deceptions, the phony
white papers, the same inclination to
rely on military solutions when negoti-
ated solutions can be the only lasting
answer, the same inability to compre-
hend the indigenous causes of revolu-
tion and to respect the potency of na-
tionalism as an independent political
force, the same efforts to blame the
critics rather than the flawed policy
they criticize.

Very frankly, I have a keen sense of
deja vu. I see an all-too-familiar pat-
tern emerging, and I fear we are about
to make the same mistakes we made in
Vietnam. The fact is that there are im-
portant lessons to be learned from our
experience in that war, While I do not
blame those who would like to put
Vietnam entirely behind us and close
our consideration of that experience
in the current debate, I think we need
to recognize that there is absolute
truth in the statement that those who
refuse to learn from history are
doomed to repeat it.

We learned in Vietnam that momen-
tum can build behind a policy, no
matter how misguided or flawed that
policy may be. Mistakes and misjudg-
ments become compounded as policy-
makers feel compelled to justify and
rationalize their original decisions on
the grounds of ever-changing objec-
tives. The logic of any means justify-
ing the ends yields a constant escala-
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tion of rhetoric and growing reliance
on fabrication to support these failing
policies.

My concern about the administra-
tion’s Central American policy is not
with its goals. None of us wants to see
the countries of Central America
become bases for the projection of
Soviet or Cuban military power in our
hemisphere. What is at issue, however,
is the means by which the President is
trying to achieve those goals.
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It is perhaps the ultimate irony that
this administration’s policy which it
designed and defends on the grounds
that it is preventing the spread of
communism in the region, is having
precisely the opposite effect. We need
to recognize that often what we per-
ceive as strength is viewed by others as
beligerence, and we thereby play di-
rectly into the hands of Soviet and
Cuban propagandists.

I ask my colleagues to consider the
disturbing pattern of deception and
blatant disregard for congressional
intent this administration has dis-
played in pursuing its agenda in Cen-
tral America. I am sure that most
Members will remember the Washing-
ton Post exposé of the fabrications
contained in the first white paper re-
leased by Secretary of State Alexander
Haig 4 years ago, purporting to link
the unrest and violence in Central
America exclusively to Cuban and
Soviet activities in the region. This
was followed by the shock of the
House and Senate Intelligence Com-
miftees who thought that they had
authorized a small effort to assist
roughly 500 Contras in the interdic-
tion of arms flowing from Nicaragua
to El Salvador, and then discovered
that the CIA had actually undertaken
a far more massive effort to arm and
support a combat force in excess of
12,000. Then Members of Congress
had to uncover through onsite inspec-
tion what our military has undertaken
in Honduras, and found to their sur-
prise that the United States had en-
gaged in the development of a perma-
nent military presence in that coun-
try. Then came the series of alarming
revelations concerning CIA operations
including the mining of Nicaraguan
harbors—an act so overtly illegal and
indefensible that the administration
refused to accept the jurisdiction of
the World Court when Nicaragua took
its complaint to that respected body.

Have we forgotten the horrifying
CIA manual, a manual offering explic-
it instructions for “neutralizing” San-
dinista officials and f‘‘creating mar-
tyrs” for this Contra cause? In the
past few weeks we have seen the Presi-
dent fabricating support for his most
recent proposal, suggesting, at least by
implication, that Latin American
statesmen and even the Pope are back-
ing military aid to the Contras. I am
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sure that all of us read the communi-
cation from the Vatican clarifying the
Pope's position on this issue, and the
pointed observation of the President
of Colombia, Mr. Betancur, that the
President’s proposal is “no longer a
peace plan, but a preparation for war.”
Mr. Betancur went on to state, “I have
not spoken with any Latin American
leader who feels differently.”

Mr. Chairman, this deception must
end. The American people understand
that the decisions that have been
made by the President in formulating
and pursuing his policy in Central
America do violence to American prin-
ciples and traditions, undermine
American interests worldwide by alien-
ating our closest friends and allies, and
are directly counterproductive in
terms of our goals within Central
America. Moreover, there is a growing
fear within the Congress and through-
out the Nation that what we are wit-
nessing is a very dangerous escalation
of America’s military involvement in
Central America and an inexorable
march toward war.

What is really startling is how little
of our own history we comprehend.
Our current intervention in Central
America is not without precedent. Few
Americans are fully cognizant of that
history, but the fact is we have mili-
tarily intervened on several occasions
in Nicaragua, in Guatemala, and else-
where in the region. .

Tragically, in each of these cases the
net result of our intervention pro-
duced neither lasting peace nor great-
er democracy, but only served to align
us with those seeking to maintain an
unjust and repressive status quo. In
fact, our intervention has usually
made the situation worse, providing
the Soviets and their allies the oppor-
tunity to turn the region’s revolution-
ary ferment toward their own pur-
poses. If instead of seeking to main-
tain the status guo in these countries,
we were to use our power to channel
the revoluntionary aspirations of
Latin Americans toward the democrat-
ic goals that we espouse, our long-term
interests would be far better served.

It is very troubling in this debate
that there seems to be a tendency for
each side to portray the other in stark
terms—all good or all evil. Would we
not be better served by open acknowl-
edgment of the imperfections of all
sides in the Nicaraguan conflict? One
can be totally opposed to the current
American efforts to oust the Sandi-
nista government without condoning
all that the Sandinistas have done.
The fact of the matter is that the San-
dinists have yet to fulfill the demo-
cratic promise that was at the core of
their revolution. Press freedoms con-
tinue to be violated. There are clearly
inhibitions placed on political expres-
sion. However, this does not mean that
American support for the Contras
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makes sense or is any way justified. It
does mean that nothing whatever is
gained when Sandinista excesses are
excused away or when we turn a blind
eye to abuses of civil liberties in that
country.

Likewise, while there are clearly a
number of individuals aligned with the
Contra forces who have joined or are
supporting those efforts because of
democratic motives and their sense of
betrayal by the Sandinistas, it is a
travesty to characterize all of the Con-
tras, as has the President, as valiant
patriots akin to the Founding Fathers
of our great Nation. That is an insult
to our own heritage and a gross mis-
representation that none of us should
tolerate.

The fact is that the vast majority of
those in command of the Contra mili-
tary forces are former members of So-
moza's despised National Guard. Esti-
mates indicate that some 46 of the 48
positions in the Contra military com-
mand structure are in fact held by
former Guardsmen. Are these the
moral and visionary men President
Reagan equates with our George
Washington and Thomas Jefferson?

It is widely acknowledged that many
others in the Contra forces are there
as mercenaries, or soldiers of fortune,
lured by the promise of CIA funds.
Are we really to believe that the Presi-
dent would place these men alongside
the likes of James Madison?

Mr. Chairman, let each of us cast
our vote today to say no more decep-
tion, no more distortions, no more lies.

In Central America, as around the

world, we must begin to understand
that when we assume that people are
unable to make their own political

choices, we reduce them to mere
pawns in our struggle with the Soviet
Union and create the very distance
and alienation we seek to prevent. We
do ourselves and these countries a
great disservice when we underesti-
mate the power of nationalism and the
desire for independence from all out-
side domination and interference. This
failure in our foreign policy has cre-
ated disaster time and time again in
our history.

There is a better way. We must
begin today to recognize that if we are
to prevent the spread of communism
in this region, then we must demon-
strate by concrete actions our respect
for national sovereignty, and our supe-
rior ability to help solve the region’s
economic, political, and social prob-
lems within a democratic framework.
For these are political, not military
problems and they require political,
not military solutions.

In the end, America’s greatest
strength is our own revolutionary her-
itage, and our proud tradition of sup-
port for the right of all people to be
free and self-determining. It is time
for America to reclaim its heritage by
ending for once and for all our mili-
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tary intervention in Central America. I
urge my colleagues to oppose this
effort to release an additional $14 mil-
lion for the Contras and support in-
stead a redirection of our policy in
Central America that will make use of
the significant economic and political
power at our disposal, and will work in
concert with the Contadora nations to
produce a lasting, negotiated settle-
ment for this troubled region.

I urge my colleagues to support the
proposals offered by Congressmen
Barnes and HamirToN. These propos-
als would provide true humanitarian
assistance to real refugees, not to com-
batants. This would be assured by
having the aid channeled through the
International Red Cross and the U.N.
High Commissioner for Refugees.
Moreover, these proposals provide
direct support for the Contadora proc-
ess by setting aside $4 million to im-
plement any regional peace agreement
that may be reached as a result of the
Contadora initiatives.

There has been a lot of discussion
today about the signals we will send in
these upcoming votes. Let us vote in
support of the Barnes-Hamilton pro-
posals, and say clearly and loudly that
the United States is a nation that re-
spects international law. That we are a
people who are committed to political
and economic solutions to the prob-
lems in Central America. This is an ap-
proach which makes sense, this is a
policy that can work.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLPE. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I have heard the
statement made repeatedly that there
are more Somozistas in the military
command of the FDN, the democratic
resistance, and I just would tell you
that according to the resource paper
put out by the State Department to
the press and to everybody, that
among the military command, former
Sandinistas are 43 percent; former na-
tional guardsmen 32 percent; and
Campesinos 19 percent.

Of the 56 regional and task force
commanders in the FDN, 27 were
former Sandinistas; 13 were National
Guardsmen, none above the rank of
lieutenant; and 12 were farmers. So it
just is not so. There are more ex-So-
mozistas with the Sandinista govern-
ment and there are more ex-Sandinis-
tas with the democratic resistance.
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Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, if I may
reclaim my time to respond to the gen-
tleman, the point that I think needs to
be understood is that former Somozis-
tas are numbered among the highest
ranks of Contra command structure. It
is simply improbable, to say the least,
that such leaders could command
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credibility among the Nicaraguan pop-
ulation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WorrE] has expired.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. WOLPE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this additional time to me.

Mr. Chairman, if I might just con-
clude that thought. The fact of the
matter is, when we lend our own credi-
bility and support to individuals at the
command level who are so closely
identified with the former dictator
Somoza, it is simply politically foolish.
It is counterproductive and it plays
into the hands of the more radical ele-
ments of the Sandinista population.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLPE. I would be pleased to
yield now to the gentleman from New
Mexico.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is ab-
solutely correct when he refers to the
military leadership. I do want to make
& point that there is a political leader-
ship within the Contra that has as-
sumed military relationship, military
umbrella, Mr. Calero and Mr. Cruz
and many others that I would like to
respectfully say are, I think, positive
forces. They are moderate.

But I think the quote the gentleman
made about the make up of the State
Department is essentially correct, but
s0 is my colleague who claimed that
the leader of the military was.

Mr. WOLPE. I thank the gentleman
from New Mexico for his contribution.
I was very careful to note in the body
of my own statement that the Contras
are diverse elements. The military
command structure is very clearly
identified with the former dictator
Somoza. That clearly, I think, is coun-
terproductive in terms of American in-
terests.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will an-
nounce that the time remaining for
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Appaspo] is 1 hour and 52 minutes,
and the time remaining for the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD]
is 2 hours and 14 minutes.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr, LIVINGSTON].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, there has been a
great deal of criticism about the U.S.
role in Central America. I find that re-
markable particularly in view of the
successes that we have enjoyed in El
Salvador over the last 6 years, what
with the free elections and the new
President, the constituent assembly,
and the constitution the Salvadorans
now enjoy.
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But most particularly, I grieve over
the fact that the United States has
been blamed for all the ills in Central
America when, in fact, it has recently
been conceded by even the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HamMIiLToN] that be-
cause of the proximity of Central
America; because of the fact that we
in Washington are closer to Managua
than we are to Los Angeles; because of
the importance of the sealanes in the
Pacific and in the Caribbean and the
Gulf of Mexico, where 50 percent of
all our commerce in this Nation flows;
because of the potential of immigra-
tion into the United States as an out-
flow from Communist domination,
just as the Vietnamese fled from Viet-
nam when the Communists took over;
and because the potential entrench-
ment of a Marxist regime on our
southern border will possibly lead us
to deploy troops away from Western
Europe into the southern regions.

All of these are substantial reasons
to understand why Central America is
important to us, and that what hap-
pens down there is vital to our future.

But I think that it is more important
to understand that we tried the diplo-
matic process as was espoused by the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HamiL-
TON]. We tried to get along with the
Sandinista government after they
overthrew Somoza. In fact, there was a
great deal of assistance that flowed
from this country to the Sandinista
government in its early stages based
on its promises of a pluralistic govern-
ment, based on their promises of free-
dom of assembly, church, religion, and
so forth. We even came up with $118
million in U.S. taxpayer funds in
direct bilateral aid, and we helped pro-
cure $1.6 billion in multilateral aid
from world banks to get them on their
feet, to start them on their way
toward the democracy that they had
promised the world and their people.

But then as time went on, things
began to sour; things began to change.
We started to realize that there were
things that were happening in Nicara-
gua that did not really conform to
their promises that they had made for
an open and free society. We discov-
ered that there was oppression, and
suppression of religion; that when
even the Pope went down to Nicaragua
a couple of years ago, he was heckled,
and organized mobs disrupted his ap-
pearance, and intimidated representa-
tives and leaders of the Catholic
Church with greater and greater fre-
quency.

We saw that the one Jewish syna-
gogue in Nicaragua was closed down,
seized again by the divine mobs, and
expropriated, and that the Jewish
families were run out of Nicaragua.
The fundamentalist ministers were in-
timidated, oppressed, harassed, and ac-
tually tortured in some instances. I,
personally, spoke with a fellow who
had his ears cut off. Another fellow I
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spoke to was thrown in jail and had
his fingernails pulled out.

We noticed that the Sandinistas
began to imprison people without
cause. They have a prison called El
Chipote right in the heart of Managua
that is off limits to the press, of
course. It is a subterranean prison, and
it is alleged by numerous people who
have been inside it that it is used for
torture and oppression of Nicaraguan
citizens.

We saw that the Sandinistas started
forced labor camps and began to im-
press the citizens or the peasantry in
the hinterlands of Nicaragua into
working in these prisons camps for low
pay or no pay at all.

We saw that they started Commu-
nist indoctrination schools for the
children. And they started arming and
training terrorists who began to
export revolution to the neighbors.

Just recently, in fact as of April 11th
through the 14th of this year, a few
days ago, seven Nicaraguan agents
were captured inside Honduras and ad-
mitted that they were smuggling
weapons and assisting recruitment and
training of Communist guerrillas in
Honduras at the instance of the Nica-
raguan Government.

‘We saw that the Nicaraguan Sandin-
istan government had built the largest
army in Central America, with Soviet
tanks numbering as many as 300, and
Soviet helicopters and armored per-
sonnel carriers and rocket launchers,
and are threatening to bring in Mig
aircraft.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Liv-
iNGsTON] has expired.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this additional
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, we saw that they
were building an air base in Punta
Huete which was bigger than most
U.S. bases and capable of handling any
Soviet aircraft that flies.

We saw that they began to control
supplies and prices and all the markets
in the country, that they ran off the
entrepreneurs, they seized the busi-
nesses, expropriated private property,
forcing people out of the country or
forcing them to sell their businesses
and property at arbitrarily low prices.

They begin to take in representa-
tives of the Soviet bloc, including Sovi-
ets, Cubans, East Germans, Bulgar-
ians, North Koreans, Vietnamese, Pal-
estinian Liberation Organization
people as well as Qadhafi's Libyans.

They seized and closed the only syn-
agogue in Nicaragua, as I mentioned,
and they began a universal draft and
forced young boys of 15 of age and
older into the army, and armed and
equipped the largest armed force in
Nicaragua, arming as many as 40,000
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armed troops and 70,000 reserves.
They took in over $500 million in
Soviet aid and built the most lethal
force in Central America. They contin-
ue to aver the force is for defense only
aygainst the United States, yet Mana-
gua has continually served as a base of
operations for terrorist movements
and other guerrilla activities aimed at
their neighbors.

Under their rule, the Nicaraguan
economy has deteriorated horribly.
Per capita income has declined by half
of what it was before they took over.
There are shortages everywhere.
There are lines for essentials. The sup-
plies are provided by the Eastern bloc,
like Bulgarian and Soviet canned
goods.
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The last thing they need, of course,
is a revolutionary force to undermine
their hold and their grip on the people
of Nicaragua.

But, Mr. Chairman, they are buying
time. The Sandinistas of Nicaragua
want the United States out. There are
many in this body and many in this
country who have said that we should
get out, but I submit, Mr. Chairman,
that if we give them time, they will
lock their grip, they will entrench
themselves, and we will have another
Cuba on our southern borders. If that
happens, we will make a great mistake.

The people who espouse that we get
out of Nicaragua have said that we
should have gotten out of El Salvador
5 years ago, and they were wrong
when they said we should have gotten
out of El Salvador, and they are wrong
about Nicaragua. They said we should
not participate in and encourage the
free elections, and they were wrong
then, and they are wrong now. We
held on; we kept up economic support
for the Salvadorans; we got the first
election in March of 1982 when a con-
stituent assembly was elected; we got a
constitution drafted by that constitu-
ent assembly; and as a result subse-
quent elections have been held freely,
fairly, and openly, a President now
governs the democracy of El Salvador.
We were right then, and we're right
now.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Liv-
INGSTON] has expired.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
El Salvador is not without its prob-
lems, but it is trying to struggle, to
pull itself up by its bootstraps and
come into the 20th century and join
the club of the Western civilized na-
tions as one that can govern itself and
govern its people freely and openly.
But the Nicaraguan Government does
not want to join that club. The Nicara-
guan Government wants to repress its
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people, entrench itself, and spread its
ideological revolution.

Mr. Chairman, I hope and 1 pray
that we will not let them do that. I
urge this body to support the Contra
revolutionary freedom fighters, to re-
store freedom and democracy to Nica-
ragua, and to ultimately make sure
that we do not have to send our young
men, our young American soldiers,
into that region because it is not nec-
essary. The $14 million will help to
guarantee that it never becomes neces-
sary.

Mr. Chairman, it is the Sandinistas
who are rejecting negotiations and
peace in Nicaragua. Recently declassi-
fied intelligence makes that crystal
clear. Between April 11 and 14, 1985—
note that date—seven Nicaraguan
agents were captured inside Honduras.
They admitted that they were smug-
gling weapons and assisting with re-
cruitment and training of Communist
guerrillas in Honduras. The leader of
the seven, Reymundo Munoz Diaz—an
agent of the Nicaraguan General Di-
rectorate of State Security—also ad-
mitted to three trips beginning in No-
vember 1984 when they smuggled AK-
47 rifles, M-16 rifles, and handguns for
guerrillas in Honduras, who seek the
overthrow of that Government.

In short, even as we debate here
today, the Sandinistas are talking
peace but making war.

These recently declassified docu-
ments—and I ask unanimous consent
that they be printed in the ReEcorp im-
mediately following my remarks—
touch on several other points raised by
the other side in today’s debate: First,
the church, and second, whether it is
our action that is driving the Sandinis-
tas to do the terrible things they do.
The answer, of course, is that we are
not causing the Sandinistas to be re-
pressive and violent—they have been
committed Marxists from the earliest
days of their revolution of 1979.

The proof in the declassified intelli-
gence:

First, July and August 1979, Chief of
Prisons Federico Lopez ordered execu-
tion of 300 former National Guards-
men. Today Lopez sits in the Sandi-
nista Assembly.

Second, 1979, behind the Santiago
Masaya volcano, about 75 former Na-
tional Guard members were execut-
ed—fair game for FSLN activists.

Third, 1980, the FSLN made a politi-
cal decision—which they carried out—
to assassinate private sector leader
Jorge Salazar. This was a warning to
citizens not to dissent against the gov-
ernment. Even the Cubans tried to
talk the Sandinistas out of it, but
Tomas Borge and Humberto Ortega—
current Sandinista leaders—gave the
go ahead to Juan Jose Ubeda of the
secret police, and Salazar was mur-
dered by Ubeda personally.

Fourth, the secret police, that is, the
Department of the Nicaraguan Gener-
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al Directorate of State Security, has
conducted intensive and extensive op-
erations to diminish the effectiveness
of the traditional Catholic Church in
Nicaragua. Including:

In 1980, funneling money through
the secret police to buy influence of a
parish priest; and

Recruiting people to serve as agents
of influence within the church.

I hope my colleagues will review this
declassified intelligence material,
which I will have at the desk. It shows
that while we gave foreign aid to the
Sandinistas in 1979 and 1980, and
while our colleagues on the other side
of the aisle call for nonintervention
today, the Sandinistas were and are
bent on crushing liberty inside and
outside Nicaragua’'s borders.

SvuBJECT: CAPTURE OF SEVEN NICARAGUAN

STATE SECURITY AGENTS IN HONDURAS

Text: 1. Seven Nicaraguan support agents
for the Honduran Cinchonero guerrilla or-
ganization were captured between 11 and 14
April 1985 in southeastern El Pasaiso De-
partment, Honduras. According to reports
obtained by the Honduran Security Service,
the seven acknowledged that their mission
was to smuggle weapons from Nicaragua to
Cinchonero groups in Olancho Department,
Honduras, and to assist with recruitment
and training of Cinchonero guerrilla units
in Honduras.

2. According to preliminary information
available to the Honduran Security Service.
One of the seven. Reymundo (Munoz) Diaz.
Described himself as an agent of the Nicara-
guan General Directorate of State Security
(DGSE). And coordinator of the group of
DGSE agents supporting Cinchonero guer-
rilla units in Honduras. Mundz said that in
three trips beginning in November 1084. He
and several of his accomplices smuggled six
AK-4T rifles, 24 M-16 rifles, several hand
guns, 30 uniforms, boots, medicine, and
money to the area of Quebrada Arenas
Blancas (142 1N-8551W). On the Patuca
River in Olancho Department, Honduras.
The weapons were transported by mule
from Wamblan (1347TN-8540W). Nicaragua,
hidden in gunny sacks of corn, while the
agents passed themselves off as purchasers
of grain. In Arenas Blancas, the arms were
delivered to Carlos Alberto (Monge). A Hon-
duran national. Who subsequently passed
them on to Cinchonero guerrilla units in
formation in the area of Las Planchas (pos-
sibly (1502N-8639W), Olancho Department.

3. According to the reports available to
the Honduran Service, the seven support
agents and other accomplices had as a sec-
ondary mission the collection of informa-
tion on locations and dispositions of troops
of the Nicaraguan Democratic Force (FND)
in southeastern El Paraiso Department, The
reports also indicated that the Cinchonero
guerrilla groups which the Nicaraguan
State Security agents were supporting have
as one of their missions attacking FDN
troops concentrations in Honduras. In addi-
tion to attacking Honduran targets.

SuBJECT: SANDINISTA HUMAN RIGHTS
VIOLATIONS

Text: Since 1979, various human rights
abuses have been committed in Nicaragua
by officials of the Sandinista National Lib-
eration Front [FSLN] and members of the
Sandinista Popular Army [EPS]. They in-
clude the following:

April 23, 1985

A. During July and August of 1979, Feder-
ico [Lopez], then chief of prisons, ordered
the executions of about 300 former national
guardsmen with the justification that they
were the “ears” of o [Somozal in
Nicaragua. [Source comment: It is belleved
that Lopez personally carried out many of
these killings. Lopez is currently the FSLN’s
delegate to region IV and represents the
fourth region IV in the Sandinista assem-
bly.]l

B. Behind the Santiago Masaya Volcano,
about 756 former national guard members
were executed in 1979 shortly after the
overthrow of Somoza. [Source comment:
Former national guardsmen were considered
fair game by many FSLN activists, and
many of them were indiscriminately killed
immediately after the fall of Somoza.]

C. In the fall of 1981, an EPS helicopter
was attacked by Indian insurgents as it at-
tempted to land in & Miskito village in east-
ern Nicaragua near the Honduran border.
[Source comment: The village may have
been Leimus.] Several EPS soldiers were
killed and the pilot was wounded. The pilot
continued flying the helicopter and got
beyond the reach of the hostile fire. Later,
EPS soldiers returned to the village and
slaughtered about 45 unarmed boys and
men of all ages in retaliation for the heli-
copter incident.

D. In 1883, the Chief of the Ministry of
Interior's Special Moises Ticay Troops in
the region IV, First Lt. Victor [Romero],
murdered several persons that he suspected
of being counterrevolutionaries. [Source
comment: Romero was drunk at the time of
the murders.] The persons killed were Juan
[Obando], Chief of the Nicaraguan Energy
Institute [INE] electrical plant in San Mi-
guelito, and a woman leader of the charis-
matic church and her husband. The victims
had their throats slit and were robbed after
being killed. Romero and two other persons
were tried, convicted and sentenced to serve
17 years for this crime. After serving eight
months, however, they were freed by Vice
Minister of Interior Luis ((Carrion)), who
had been Romero’s superior during the rev-
olution. (Source comment: The church
leader was survived by three minor children.
This incident created a scandal, although it
was censored in the local news,)

E. An uprising occurred at Modelo Prison
in late 1983, and five persons escaped. San-
dinista news accounts said that all five had
been killed while trying to escape. At least
two of the escaped prisoners, however, were
captured alive and beaten in Granada
before being taken to Managua. (Source
comment: Apparently, the Sandinistas
killed the prisoners after recapturing them.)

F. In late 1983 or early 1984, about 30 to
50 commandos of the Democratic Revolu-
tionary Alliance (ARDE) were captured
near the Costa Rican border during an oper-
atlon run by the General Directorate of
State Security (DGSE). All of them were
later executed by security personnel. Ger-
ardo ((Arce)), brother of FSLN National Di-
rectorate Member Bayardo ((Arce)), was at
the time the DGSE chief in region IV, and
he was in charge of the operation. Some of
the captured ARDE personnel were sent to
Managua where they were killed. Others
were killed in region IV, and their bodies
were scattered over a wide area to make it
appear that they had been killed in a
pitched battle with the EPS. The DGSE
blew up some electrical towers in the area to
make it appear that the ARDE personnel
had been involved in acts of sabotage. Ger-
ardo Arce ordered the execution of the pris-
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oners in order to make himself appear to be
a cold-blooded individual who was capable
of killing.

G. In the northern part of Nicaragua it is
common for the EPS to kill prisoners sus-
pected of being counterrevolutionaries.

H. In the DGSE's prison, El Chipote,
there are five or six special underground
cells where prisoners who are marked for
execution are taken. The only individual
who has keys to these cells is the chief of
the DGSE's Department of Operations.

SuBJECcT: OPERATIONS OF THE NICARAGUAN
GENERAL DIRECTORATE OF STATE
({IDGSE)) AGAINST THE TRADITIONAL NICA-
RAGUAN CHURCH

Summary: The Department of the Nicara-
guan General Directorate of State Security
(DGSE) has conducted intensive and exten-
slve operations to diminish the effectiveness
of the traditional church in Nicaragua.
These operations have included recruit-
ments of persons to serve as agents of influ-
ence within the church to denigrate reli-
gious figures before the Nicaraguan people.
Attempted control of the San Jeronimo Re-
ligious Festival and an intensive and multi-
faceted operation against Nicaraguan Arch-
bishop Miguel Obando y Bravo.

Text: 1. The Department of the Nicara-
guan General Directorate of State Security
(DGSE) known by the designation “Depart-
ment for the struggle against ideological di-
versionism,” is responsible for operations to
diminish the effectiveness of organizations
considered to be hostile to the Sandinista
revolution. These include religious groups
and personnel, labor unions, journalists,
civic organizations and educational institu-
tions. The section is headed by Eva Maria
((Sanking)) Chang, Known by the DGSE
pseudonym ‘‘Catalina.”

2. The operations against the traditional
church in Nicaragua have been intensive
and extensive. Aspects of the operations
have included recruitments of persons to
serve as agents of influence within the
church and covert action operations de-
signed to denigrate religious figures before
the Nicaraguan people. A specific example
of this type of operation is the DGSE atten-
tion to the San Jeronimo section of Masaya
where the important San Jeronimo Reli-
gious Festival is held every year during Sep-
tember and October. At one point during
the early 1980’s, the DGSE funneled U.S.
$5,000 to San Jeronimo parish priest.
Father Anastasio ((Garcia)), to buy chapel
bells from Italy. The gift was ostensibly
from the Ministry of Interior and was in-
tended to cause the priest to adopt a favor-
able attitude toward the Sandinista Nation-
al Liberation Front (FSLN). The DGSE also
has given other gifts to priests, such as
video cassette recorders, to try to obtain
their cooperation.

3. An additional element of DGSE's oper-
ation in San Jeronimo has been its effort to
control physically the annual festival to
ensure that it is not used for political pur-
poses against the FSLN.

SUBJECT: ASSASSINATION OF NICARAGUAN
BUsSINESSMAN JORGE SALAZAR BY THE GEN-
ERAL DIRECTORATE OF STATE SECURITY
((DGSE)) oN ORDERs FROM THE SANDI-
NISTA  NaTiOoNAL LIBERATION  FRONT
({(FSLN)) WHicH was OPPOSED BY THE
CuBAN GOVERNMENT
Summary: In the fall of 1980, the National

Directorate of the Sandinista National Lib-

eration Front (FSLN) made a political deci-

sion to assassinate private sector leader
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Jorge Salazar. Salazar had become one of
the most outspoken critics of the FSLN
within the private sector. And his murder
was intended to serve as a warning that
such dissent would not be tolerated. The
chief of the Cuban counterintelligence advi-
sory mission unsuccessfully attempted to
dissuade the Sandinistas from taking this
course of action, and the assignment to kill
Salazar was given to Juan Jose Ubeds,
Deputy Chief of the General Directorate of
State Security (DGSE).

Text: 1. In the fall of 1980, the National
Directorate of the Sandinista National Lib-
eration Front (FSLN) made a political deci-
sion to assassinate private sector leader
Jorge ((Salazar)). Salazar had become an
outspoken critic of the PSLN within the pri-
vate sector and had been attending meet-
ings with other anti-Sandinista business-
men. These meetings took place in the
home of Dora Maria ((Lau)), former consul
of Nicaragua in Japan under the govern-
ment of Anastasio ((Somoza)). (Source com-
ment: Lau was popular with Nicaraguan
businessmen because she was a very cul-
tured woman. She enjoyed giving parties, to
which she invited private sector leaders.
The anti-Sandinista meetings grew out of
these parties.) Lau attempted to recruit her
nephew, Nestor ((Moncada)) Lau, for the
private sector cause, not knowing that he
was an assistant to Lenin ((Cerna)), Chief of
the General Directorate of State Security
(DGSE). (Source comment: Because Mon-
cada always wore a military uniform, Lau
assumed that he was a member of the San-
dinista Popular Army (EPS).) She told him
about the meetings and asked him to seek
out members of the EPS who were opposed
to the Sandinistas regime and would work
with the business leaders. Moncada reported
the information to Cerna, who in turn re-
ported it to the FSLN National Directorate.

2. The Directorate decided to send two
agents posing as disaffected EPS members
with Moncada to the meetings with Salazar
and the business leaders. These agents were
comandante Alvard ((Baltodano)) Cantar-
ero, then Chief of Combat Preparation for
the EPS, and EPS Captain Alejandro ((Gue-
vara)). Baltodano is currently a member of
the EPS general staff. He is the son of Cabi-
net Minister Emilio ((Baltodano)) Pallais
Guevara Is currently the representative of
the EPS in special zone three. Guevara was
replaced during the operation by EPS Cap-
tain Salvador ((Bravo)). Because Guevars
made a bad impression on private sector
leaders due to his low intellectual level and
limited education, Bravo committed suicide
about two years ago. He was the brother of
Sandinista hero, Jorge Sinforoso ((Bravo)).
Moncada was in charge of coordinating the
operation and reported directly to Cerna,
but Baltodano, Guevara, and Bravo also
filed their own reports. The DGSE agents
told Salazar and the businessmen that a
plan was being prepared within the EPS to
overthrow the Sandinista Government. The
DGSE then drew up the purported plan for
the agents to present to the businessmen,
who offered to financially back the plot.

3. On 17 November 1980, after the DGSE
had accumulated information on the anti-
Sandinista activities of Salazar and the busi-
nessmen, a high-level meeting was held
among FSLN national directorate members
and DGSE leaders. Those present at the
meeting included: Minister of Interior
Thomas ((Borge)), Vice Minister of Interior
Luis ((Carrion)); Chief of the DGSE Cerna;
Deputy Chief of the DGSE Juan Jose
((Ureda)); Minister of Defense Humberto
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((Ortega)); Chief of Department of Oper-
ations Raul ((Cordon)); DGSE Deputy
Chief of Security Roger ((Mayorga)); Chief
of the Cuban counterintelligence

mission Carlos ((Lingote)), and other na-
tional directorate members. (Source com-
ment: Cordon is now chief of the penitentia-
ry system within the Ministry of Interior
and Mayorga is the DGSE representative in
the first region. Carlos Lingote is probably a
pseudonym, as all Cuban advisors use pseu-
donyms.) During the meeting, Ortega stated
that a political decision has been made by
the directorate to assassinate Salazar as an
example to other private sector leaders that
such dissent at high levels within the pri-
vate section would not be tolerated. (Source
comment: Although the DGSE presented an
analysis of the case to kill Salazar at the
meeting, it was obvious from Ortega’s com-
ments that the decision had already been
made,) After Ortega's statement, Lingote
told the Sandinista leadership that he
viewed their decision as a mistake. He said
that it would be a grave error that would
have political repercussions. Ortega declined
to accept the Cuban’s advice, saying again
that the decision has been made. Lingote
then left the meeting to consult with his su-
periors in Cuba. When he returned, he
again tried unsuccessfully to dissuade the
Sandinista leadership from enacting their
plan to kill Salazar, saying that the Cuban
Government did not approve of the plan.

4. At the 17 November meeting, Ubeda
was put in charge of the operation to assas-
sinate Salazar. He initially gave Cordon the
assignment of eliminating the businessman.
But Cordon protested, saying that he could
not do it because he was a friend of Sala-
zar's. Because of Cordon’s reaction, Ubeda
decided to take responsibility for the assas-
sination himself.

5. On 18 November 1980, Moncada called
Salazar, saying that he had important infor-
mation and needed to talk to Salazar pri-
vately as soon as possible. Ubeda accompa-
nied Moncada to the meeting site at El Cru-
cero, on the outskirts of Managua, where
the former hid himself. Moncada took a
duffle bag of M-16 automatic rifles, which
he was to plant in Salazar's car to make the
latter appear guilty of possession of arms
for use in a coup attempt. When Salazar ar-
rived at the meeting site, Moncada placed
the weapons in his car, and Salazar began to
protest, saying that he could not carry such
items in his possesion. Moncada then drew
his weapon and fired shots into the air to
give the impression to any witnesses within
ear shot of the incident that a firefight had
taken place betweeen the DGSE and Sala-
zar. Ubeda came forward from his hiding
place and shot Salazar. Moncada suffered a
nervous breakdown as a result of this oper-
ation, and has had psychological problems
ever since. He worked for the Department
for “struggle against organizations and
bands"” for some time after the Salazar kill-
ing. But as a result of his problems, he has
been unemployed since late 1984.

SusJsecT: SPECIAL COoMMANDO UNIT OF THE
NICARAGUAN GENERAL DIRECTORATE OF
STATE SECURITY ((DGSE)) TRAINED BY
CuBAN SPECIAL FORCES

Text: 1. Within the Nicaraguan General
Directorate of State Security (DGSE).
There is a special commando unit known as
“multiple action groups” (GAM). The GAM
were created for the purpose of penetrating
task forces, camps, and the high command
of the Nicaragua Democratic Force (FDN).
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The Democratic Revolutionary Alliance
(ARDE), and the Misurasata. (Source com-
ment: The GAM have been in existence for
about two years. Members of the GAM are
known as ‘“combat agents”.) The specific
missions of the GAM include assassinating
anti-sandinista task force commanders and
other insurgent leaders. Locating insurgent
camps within and outside of Nicaragua. Cre-
ating Chads and disorganization within in-
surgent forces during Sandinista offensives,
and collecting intelligence., GAM personnel
work both individually and in groups.

In one GAM operation, which took place
in about mid-1983, the GAM attempted to
kill an insurgent task force commander.
They did not succeed in assassinating the
commander, but they did kill several mem-
bers of his staff, as well as his wife.

2, GAM troops are trained by Cuban spe-
cial troops in the area adjacent to the San-
tiago Masaya Volcano. Their training camp
is located at the end of the access road to
the House of Enrigque ((Bolanos)) Gayer,
President of the Superior Council of Private
enterprise. The location, known as Reparto
El Raizon, is at km 20 on the Masaya high-
way. The GAM receive paratroop and spe-
cial troops infantry training, as well as
training in the use of explosives, self-de-
fense, locksmiths' techniques, communica-
tions, and ciphers. They also attend a course
of the composition and armaments of U.S.
troops at the squad, platoon, company, and
battalion levels, and they study the offen-
sive and defensive manuevers of U.S. forces.

3. The Chief of the GAM is First Lieuten-
ant Arnoldo ((Garcia)). The GAM is organi-
zationally part of the DGSE department
known as “Periferia,” which handles admin-
istration and planning. “Periferia” is under
the direct authority of DGSE Chief Lenin
((Cerna)).

The freedom fighters are supported
by the Nicaraguan people—note the

following article in today's New York
Times—and it is right for us to sup-
port them too.

[From the New York Times, Apr. 23, 1985]

NICARAGUAN REBELS APPEAR READY To FIGHT
oN EveEN 1r A Is Cut OFF

(By James LeMoyne)

San Savvapor, April 22.—Despite serious
political and military problems, guerrillas
fighting the Nicaraguan Government have
achleved a base of popular support, and
their war is likely to continue whether or
not Congress votes to give them assistance,
according to Nicaraguan refugees, rebels
and Western diplomats in the region.

Visits to rebel bases and Nicaraguan refu-
gee camps in the last month indicate that
the guerrillas are growing in number and
that they have been able to pose a signifi-
cant threat to the Sandinista Government.
Their principal support seems to lie in
northern Nicaragua, where the level of
fighting and the number of exiles fleeing to
Honduras appear to indicate that something
close to civil war is being waged.

Two Salvadoran guerrilla officials who
have spent considerable time in Nicaragua
said in separate Interviews that they be-
lieved the anti-Sandinista rebels were a seri-
ous problem. One of the Salvadorans has
been involved in organizing the left for over
20 years.

The Salvadorans said they believed the
rebels would wage a long war that would not
lead to a military victory but would consid-
erably weaken Nicaragua.
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WAR WILL GO ON

“I have told the Nicaraguan comrades
that they are in a situation like Mozam-
bique with South Africa,” one of the Salva-
doran leftists said. “The war will go on, and
with American economic pressure they can
slowly be strangled.”

The existence of a degree of popular sup-
port for the guerrillas has become clearer in
recent months as the rebel forces have
swelled, even though American financing
has been cut off.

Accounts from Nicaraguan refugees and
recent rebel recruits in Honduras gathered
in the last month also indicate that the
rebels have greater support than is general-
ly realized, principally among the conserva-
tive farming communities across northern
Nicaragua.

The clearest indication of the rebels’
appeal, according to both guerrilla officials
and Western diplomats in the region, is that
the Sandinistas have felt compelled in the
last two months to relocate more than
30,000 peasants sympathetic to the gurerril-
las to camps In Government-controlled ter-
ritory.

“The Sandinistas think Reagan created
the rebels,” said a Nicaraguan exile leader,
Arturo Cruz, in an interview in Costa Rica.
“They are wrong. The insurgency will con-
tinue because citizens of my country are in
an armed fight.”

Mr. Cruz, a former Nicaraguan Ambassa-
dor to Washington, has lobbied for aid to
the rebels and called on the Nicaraguan
Government to negotiate an end to the con-
flict.

MILITARY VICTORY SEEMS UNLIKELY

The guerrillas do not appear capable of
militarily defeating the Sandinistas and,
with their backers concentrated in the rural
north, it seems unlikely that they can hope
for the sort of broad insurrection that
brought the Sandinistas to power in 1979.

What seems more likely is a prolonged,
bitter fight in which each side counts on
committed backers and Nicaragua remains
polarized. The rebels seem capable of in-
flicting considerable damage on the Nicara-
guan economy and of maintaining political
pressure on the Government.

Rebel officials say they have made an
effort in the last year to wage & small-unit
guerrilla war, thereby avoiding heavy casua-
lities. They do not, and probably cannot,
control fixed positions inside Nicaragua, but
say they are holding real-guard areas in Jin-
otega and Zelaya Provinces.

PEOPLE FLEEING ACROSS BORDER

A separate Indication of the Nicaraguan
Government’s problem is the rapidly in-
creasing flow of exiles fleeing across Nicara-
gua's borders to Honduras and Costa Rica.
According to & United Nations official in
Costa Rica, more than 1,000 Nicaraguan ref-
ugees have entered the country in the last
two weeks, half as many as officially en-
tered in all of 1984,

Many of the refugees are middle-class stu-
dents who have fled the draft in Nicaragua
and have no desire to fight for the rebels.
But hundreds of others are peasants, many
of whom can be seen training at the main
rebel camp on the Honduran-Nicaraguan
border.

The rebel group that appears to be grow-
ing stronger is the Nicaraguan Democratic
Force, It is principally led by former mem-
bers of the Nicaraguan National Guard, but
its rank and file is a 14,000-man army com-
posed mostly of peasants who express deep

grievances against the Sandinista Govern-
ment.
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CRITICISMS OF REBEL SOLDIERS

Rebel soldiers, dozens of whom spoke in
interviews with a reporter during a visit to
their camp last month, offered a sharply
competing and considerably more conserva-
tive vision of how Nicaragua should be ruled
than the socialist program offered by the
Sandinistas. The rebels criticized rationing,
membership in the political militia, state
control of crops and prices and Government
friction with the Roman Catholic Church,
all of which they attributed to the Sandinis-
tas.

A measure of the seriousness with which
the Nicaraguan Government takes the rebel
threat is its expenditure of more than 40
percent of this year's budget on defense.
The war dominates Nicaraguan politics and
has badly dented the economy, according to
‘Western diplomats in the region and several
press reports from Managua.

A key issue that has divided rebel groups
is the nature of their leadership, particular-
ly the presence of former National Guard
officers in the Nicaraguan Democratic
Force, Human rights violations have also
been a point of contention within the rebel
movement.

Interviews with officials from all major
rebel groups indicate that a majority believe
that the movement needs new leadership.
Mr. Cruz was the person most frequently
mentioned as capable of uniting the rebels,
but he has so far refused to take a leading
role in the armed movement.

Although the rebels themselves say they
have been badly hurt militarily by the
cutoff in United States aid, Western diplo-
mats who monitor the guerrillas say they
still enjoy some advantages. The rebels are
able to operate out of secure sanctuaries in
Honduras, and they have a veteran combat
force that fights on terrain that it knows
well. One diplomat in Honduras said the
rebels had not waged as wide a campaign of
sabotage as they are capable of.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, many of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle have tried to
roil all of the forces in Nicaragua into
one ball—all bad. They could not be
further from the truth. People by the
thousands are fleeing the repression
of the Communist Sandinista govern-
ment in Nicaragua, and young men are
joining the freedom fighters while
fleeing the military repression of the
Communist Sandinista military.

My colleagues have said there is
nothing to fear from Nicaragua. How
about Cuba? How about if and when
El Salvador falls? Will there be some-
thing to fear then? How about Hondu-
ras?

We will not see a direct frontal as-
sault like we saw when Hitler was
crossing the Rhine in World War II.
What we are going to see are wars of
liberation by Communist guerrillas,
low-intensity warfare. When will we
respond? When we are an island in a
sea of Communist States?

One of my other colleagues said that
we are driving the Communist Sandi-
nistas into the arms of the Soviets, the
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Soviet bloc. How? We gave them $118
million when they first took power,
and they turned immediately to the
Soviet Union. We are not pushing
them into the Soviet bloc; they are al-
ready there. Last year they received
18,000 tons of war materials from the
Soviets.

When I was in Nicaragua 2 weeks
ago, I talked to church leaders, busi-
ness leaders, political leaders, and
human rights advocates, and all of
them, with the exception of the
mouthpieces of the Sandinista govern-
ment, said that if we withdraw support
for the Contras, if there is no orga-
nized opposition to the Sandinista gov-
ernment, the Communists will solidify
their position within that country, the
repression will increase, and they will
undoubtedly export revolution
throughout Central America.

Not only are they working toward
that now, but they are teaching the
next-generation revolution. My col-
league, the gentleman from New
Jersey, talked about the educational
text they are using, using handgre-
nades and machineguns to teach addi-
tion and multiplication. So they are
not planning for just today but for to-
morrow and revolution into the
future.

We should look at what they have
said in the past. We should look at the
Communists, not only in Nicaragua
but throughout the world, and we
should listen to them. I think that is
the biggest thing we have ignored
today. We have not listened to what
the Communists have had to say.

In 1916, Lenin said:

Socialists cannot be opposed to war with-
out ceasing to be socialists. Only after we
strike down, firmly conquer and expropriate
the bourgeoisie in the entire world, and not
g?ly one country, will wars become impossi-

e_n

In 1955, Khrushchev said:

We must realize that we cannot coexist
eternally * * * one of us must go to the
grave. We do not want to go to grave. They
do not want to go to their grave either. So
what can be done? We must push them to
their grave.

In 1958, Khrushchev said:

Our state renders aid to other countries
because we communists, Marxist-Leninists,
do not remain closed up within our fron-
tiers. We consider the cause of bullding so-
cialism and communism to be a great inter-
national affair and objective.

In 1971, Brezhnev said:

The complete triumph of the socialist
cause all over the world is inevitable, And
we shall not spare ourselves in the fight for
this triumph, for the happiness of the work-
ing people!

In 1979, Andropov said:

Marxism-Leninism is the textbook for
achieving socialist world revolution and the
building of a new society in every country of
the world.

In 1975: Castro said:

The revolutionary fighters of Cuba, true
to the principle of international solidarity,
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facilitated the formation of armed forces
and militias in a number of progressive
countries, unhesitatingly and decisively sup-
ported peoples facing imperialist aggression.
They have time and again shed their blood
in other lands that have asked for their
modest help.

And, of course, Castro said in 1958
that it was a lie that the Cuban Gov-
ernment was Communist-infiltrated.
Then in 1961, 2 years later, he said: “I
am a Marxist-Leninist and will be one
until the day I die.”

Then let us get to Nicaragua. In
1981, on August 25, Humberto Ortega
said: “Marxism-Leninism is the scien-
tific doctrine that guides our revolu-
tion, the instrument of analysis of our
vanguard to understand the historical
process and to create the revolution.
Marxism-Leninism and Sandinismo
are insolubly united, and because of
our moral strength, our Sandinismo
and our doctrine is that of Marxism-
Leninism.”

And then this is the most telling
remark I have read. Tomas Borge in
June of 1984 said: “This Revolution
goes beyond our borders. Our revolu-
tion was always internationalist from
the moment Sandino fought in La Se-
govia."

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BurTOoN]
has expired.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BUurRTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, in 1983, Defense Minister Um-
berto Ortega said: “* * * the military
buildup is not in response to an exter-
nal threat but is in fulfillment of the
historical mission of the Sandinista

And in 1983, while being interviewed,
Mr. Borge was asked: “* * * will you
respond to the * * * remark that Nica-
ragua is the first domino in Latin
America? That since the revolution
triumphed here, it will be exported to
El Salvador, then Guatemala, then
Honduras, then Mexico?"

And Borge said, “That is one histori-
cal prophecy of Ronald Reagan’'s
that’s absolutely true.”

Winston Churchill said 40 years ago,
when talking of Hitler, that World
War II was an unnecessary war be-
cause we could have prevented it if we
had listened to Hitler. We can prevent
American involvement in Central
America with our boys being killed
and maimed if we would just listen to
what the Communists have to say. It
is not Nicaragua that is the real
danger to us; it is the failure of the
United States of America to do some-
thing about Nicaragua that is the real
danger.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. ALEXANDER].
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Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the resolution and
in support of the Barnes-Hamilton al-
ternative. U.S. foreign policy in Cen-
tral America is out of control. It is
costing the American taxpayers bil-
lions of dollars. There is no clear direc-
tion of U.S. foreign policy. Its failure
is threatening the lives of brave Amer-
icans and innocent people in the
region. And, finally, it is alienating
hundreds of millions of people in
Latin America.

No one in this body, to my knowl-
edge, questions the importance of the
political stability of the nations in
Central America. No one in this body,
to my knowledge, is not concerned
about the association of the Sandinis-
tas with Communists.

The question before us is, how do we
deal with that association with com-
munism?
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Friend after friend from Latin
America have told us that militarism
is no answer. Expert after expert in
our country have testified that milita-
rism is not a solution in Central Amer-
ica.

President Alfonsin, a recent recipi-
ent of the Democracy Award, said that
the problem in Central America is not
military. The problem is economic, po-
litical and social.

Our friend, Belisario Betancur,
President of Colombia, repeated that
assessment, that the problem is not
military. The problem is one of pover-
ty, malnutrition, social injustice, polit-
ical corruption and those terrible con-
ditions causing ferment and discontent
that explodes into revolution.

I think that the alternative present-
ed by Mr. BarNEs and Mr. HAMILTON
gives the Contadora process an oppor-
tunity to address the real problems, an
opportunity to succeed in advancing
the principles upon which our own
Government is based. This would give
democratic capitalism in the region of
Central America an opportunity to
compete with Marxist Socialism ideo-
logically.

We have seen time and time again
throughout the 20th century where a
paternalistic militaristic American
policy in Latin America produces
hatred, resentment and angry cries
‘“Yankee go home.” Only when we at-
tempt to address the aspirations of the
people of Latin America as we would
address the aspirations of our own citi-
zens in this country do we find good
neighbors who join us in cooperation
to achieve the principles taught by
Simon Bolivar, a disciple of Washing-
ton and Jefferson. Bolivar was recog-
nized as the liberator of Latin America
from foreign domination.

A foreign policy which abandons the
principles which our own Government
advocates is destined to failure. We
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have abandoned our own principles
times and time again in dealing with
the nations of Central America. It is
time that we began to learn from our
own revolutionary history, to review
our national principles and to follow
the light that we offer as hope to
other peoples around the world. I be-
lieve that democracy can compete
ideologically with communism.

Since 1945, communism has demon-
strated time and time again that it
cannot compete with capitalism, be-
ginning in 1948 with Tito and as re-
cently as 1978 with the People’s Re-
public of China.

Fidel Castro states openly that the
United States-China model is his goal
for future Cuban-United States rela-
tions.

It is time we Americans started read-
ing our own book, started believing
our own ideals, practicing what we
preach, and adopt those ideals as a
guide for U.S. policy in Central Amer-
ica.

Give democracy a chance. Give our
ideals a chance. Give the people of
Central America the opportunity to
enjoy the same freedoms that we
claim for ourselves.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Sam B. HaLy, Jr.1.

Mr. SAM B. HALL, JR. Mr. Chair-
man, I would imagine that everyone
who has listened to all of the testimo-
ny and statements here the last few
hours has already made up his mind as
to what he intends and plans to do. I
have myself. I intend to support the
President in the position that he is
taking today.

I do not question and I do not think
anyone does, the motives or the integ-
rity of anyone who has taken a stand
at this place, and who has taken a po-
sition different from the way I feel.
They are sincere, honest people, who
are seeking what they think is for the
best interests of our country. However,
I would like to share with you for just
a moment an occurrence that hap-
pened a few weeks ago when Congress-
man SoNNy MontGOMERY and I, and
other members of his codel had an op-
portunity to visit seven countries,
Panama, Venezuela, Honduras, Costa
Rica, Belize, Ecuador, and El Salvador.
We spent a week in those countries. I
do not take the position that by going
one time and visiting those people
that I am an expert on Central Amer-
ica. I do not take that position, but I
do want to share with you some infor-
mation that was given to us that I
think should be made a part of this
REecorp. This information was present-
ed to us in intelligence briefings. We
were told that since Mr. Ortega has
been in power that this is the first
time that direct shipments have come
to his country from the Soviet Union,
that prior to his assuming power it
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came from circuitous routes for his
use and benefit.

We were also told, and this to me is
cogent to what we are discussing
today, that foreign military advisers in
Nicaragua today total 3,770. That
these military advisers come from
Cuba, Soviet Union, East Germany,
Libya, the PLO organization, and
North Korea.

Now, I pose this question to my
friends. Why are those military advis-
ers in that country? Would anyone
take the position that they are there
to protect our interests? Would
anyone take the position that they are
in that country to try to further de-
mocracy? Of course not. They are
there, in my opinion, to try to do the
same thing to that country that they
have done to Cuba and that is to make
it a satellite of the Soviet Union.

I live in east Texas and I know that
some of the fighting there is closer to
my hometown than my hometown is
to Washington, DC. That in itself
gives me great concern.

The C . The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman.

Mr. SAM B. HALL, JR. I am con-
cerned about not voting this $14 mil-
lion aid for another reason. I would
much rather see those people fight it
out down there themselves than to
ever have American troops go down
into Central America and shed an
ounce of blood.

I do not think you can compare it
with the Vietnam matter because of
the distance involved, if nothing else.

So I would state to my friends to
consider why those 3,700 people are
there and if you can convince me that
they are there for the betterment of
the United States of America and for
the betterment of democracy and that
they are doing things that would be
better for my children and grandchil-
dren, I will switch over this minute
and lead the fight and vote with you. I
do not believe you can show me that.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. GINGRICH].

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

I want to specifically pick up on the
arguments of an earlier speaker, the
gentleman from Arkansas, who in a
sense was asking what are these votes
in Nicaragua really all about.

There are a number of ostrich
Democrats who would have us believe
that there is no danger from Nicara-
gua. Some even laugh at the idea.

There are ostrich Democrats who
would have us believe there is no com-
munism in Nicaragua.

The ostrich Democrats would have
us believe, from an earlier speaker,
that it is a “militaristic America” and
Ronald Reagan who threatens peace
in Central America.
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The ostrich Democrats promise us
that if only America pulls out, there
will be peace.

The ostrich Democrats promise us
that if America unilaterally quits, the
Nicaraguan Communists will be rea-
sonable.

We have heard the ostrich Demo-
crats before in Vietnam, Laos. Cambo-
dia, Angola, Afghanistan, and Gre-
nada.

Again and again ostrich Democrats
promise peace through American
weakness. Many human beings died,
others were imprisoned, Communist
tyrannies were imposed; the Soviet
Union became stronger, the United
States became weaker.

Have you seen the movie “The Kill-
ing Fields"? Cambodians died after os-
trich Democrats in this Congress crip-
pled America.

Here are the Grenada documents.
Again and again ostrich Democrats
promised us that Grenada was not
Communist and the Soviet Union was
gg:t::.lmng an ally against the United
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This book, these actual Communist
documents prove beyond any reasonsa-
ble doubt Leninism exists, the Soviet
Union is real, America does have en-
emies.

Ostrich Democrats deny the lesson
of Grenada. Again and again today the
ostrich Democrats said there is no
proof of Soviet-Cuban-Nicaraguan
Communist efforts to undermine Ni-
caragua’s neighbors.

Let me offer the physical proof of
the Soviet-Cuban-Nicaraguan Commu-
nist offensive in El Salvador and Hon-
duras. Let me say in advance to my
colleagues, these exhibits are all harm-
less but they have been harmful.
These exhibits are authenticated cap-
tured weapons from El Salvador. They
are on loan from the Salvadoran
Government to the U.S. Defense De-
partment. They have been dismantled.
They meet every kind of rule of
safety.

This is the stock of an American
weapon captured in Vietnam which
the Communists captured in El Salva-
dora after it came from North Viet-
nam to Cuba to Nicaragua, and then
to El Salvador.

This is a similar American weapon
captured, we know because of the
stock numbers. This was left in Viet-
nam after this Congress cut off aid to
South Vietnam. It was then captured
by the North Vietnamese, shipped to
Cuba, transshipped to Nicaragua, and
captured in El Salvador.

This is a particularly interesting
little device because the same device,
this is a rifle-propelled grenade, this
particular device was the same lock
number as was found in Grenada
where we absolutely knew it was
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brought under contract from the
Soviet Union to Cuba and then trans-
shipped to Grenada. This was found in
El Salvador.

This is a North Vietnamese 82 milli-
meter mortar sight modified to fit cap-
tured American equipment ir Viet-
nam, shipped from North Vietnam,
captured in El Salvador after it came
through Nicaragua.

This is a Soviet grenade pin found
near an electric utility generating sta-
tion in El Salvador where it was left
by the guerrillas after they blew up
the station. It came through Nicara-
gua from the Soviet Union to El Salva-
dor.

Finally, and I will not leave this
here, this is a Bulgarian rifle round
from the same factory number 10,
shipped from Bulgaria to Cuba to
Nicaragua, captured in El Salvador.

Now let me say to our friends across
the aisle, I am going to leave these
weapons sit here on exhibit, and I am
going to leave a copy of the Grenada
documents on exhibit.

As each ostrich Democrat denies the
truth of Leninism and the Soviet mili-
tary alliance against the United
States, have them read Marshall Ogar-
kov in the Grenada papers.

As each ostrich Democrat denies
that the Nicaraguan Communists are
undermining their neighbors, have
them come over and examine these
weapons on exhibit. Remember that
there are thousands more of captured
weapons just like these that we do not
have here.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. If I have time.

President Kennedy said in his inau-
gural address, and I quote from an ear-

lier donkey Democrat: “Let every
nation know whether it wishes us well
or ill that we shall pay any price, bear
any burden, meet any hardship, sup-
port any friend, oppose any foe, to
assure the survival and success of lib-
erty. This much we pledge and more.”

Ostrich Democrats say, “We shall
pay no price, we shall bear no burden,
meet no hardship, support few friends
to assure the survival of liberty.”

Mr. RICHARDSON. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank my col-
league.

I wish to remind my colleague, I do
not know if he has been here for the
whole debate, but I am proud to say
that I commend the minority for their
bipartisanship in the course of the
debate. I also commend my colleagues
on the majority.

What the gentleman has just done is
destroy this whole bipartisan exercise
that I think by a weak media event.
This is a responsible debate, and we
are all Americans here, not ‘“ostrich”
Democrats or conservative Republi-
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cans. The ~entleman from Georgia is
debasing the quality of this debate.
We all want to do what is best for this
country, and we don't need a media
weapons display to make our points.

Mr. GINGRICH. If I may take back
my time—

Mr. RICHARDSON. By an act of de-
mMOgOoguery.

Mr. GINGRICH. I take back my
time.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Which I regret
very much.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I
demand that the words of the gentle-
man from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD-
soN] be taken down.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
report the words.
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Mr. GINGRICH. Let me continue, if
the gentleman will withdraw.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw my request.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
withdraws his request. The gentleman
from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me talk about
demagoguery for a second and why I
talk about ostrich Democrats. This
book is actual Communist document,
this is not demagoguery. These weap-
ons are actual Communist weapons
shipped through Cuba to Nicaragua
and El Salvador. That is not dema-
goguery. And it is your wing of the
party which is killing freedom in Cen-
tral America. It is not Republicans, it
is not the decent Democrats. You are
darned right, when your end of the
party dominates this House, you set
the rules, you bring up the resolutions,
you cripple freedom, you weaken
America, I will talk about ostrich
Democrats. When you want to cease
doing that I will be very bipartisan.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8
minutes to the gentleman from Arizo-
na [Mr. Ruopl.

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleagues for yielding. I have been
most observant of the debate today be-
cause it probably is the most impor-
tant debate that we will be engaging in
anytime in the near future, because it
has to do with whether or not we will
recognize that we have brothers to the
south of us who are looking to us for
leadership. There is a lot said today
about concern for human rights and
outrage, and we have had a lot of that.
We had a lot of outrage in the past
against the U.S.S.R., the Soviets, for
the slaughter that they engaged in in
Poland, in Hungary, in Czechoslova-
kia, in Afghanistan, in Southeast Asia,
the horn of Africa and central Africa.
We have had outrage against the
Soviet Union for the shooting down of
innocent people, including a former
colleague of ours, on flight 007 of the
Korean Air Lines, well remembered.
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We have had outrage at what has
happened when Fidel Castro took
power in Cuba, because we felt that
there had been outrage committed and
that he was going to repair that, but
there was no comment made when he
lined up thousands upon thousands of
people against the wall and shot them
simply because they opposed what he
had done and had established a dicta-
torship there.

We have been outraged at what has
happened during the Somoza/Sandi-
nista fight in Cuba, when the Sandi-
nistas, with our help, came to power
and established a Communist govern-
ment there, identified as such by
themselves because the Sandinista
Party was the Communist Party of
Nicaragua before they did take power.
We have done nothing to show respect
for representative government, out-
rage—temporarily.

Let me just say that a recent poll
taken indicated results from 50,000
people contacted, that 85 percent of
the people across the Nation, 85 per-
cent of the people were in favor of aid
to the Contras in Nicaragua and in
Honduras.

I will tell you that it must have out-
raged a lot of people, too, when we rec-
ognized that the Sandinistas came to
power behind the barrel of a gun just
as the Fidelistas under Fidel Castro
came to power behind the barrel of a
gun in Cuba. The freedom fighters
who are called the Contras are the
remnants of what was presumably set
out to be done at the time the Somo-
cistas were overthrown in Nicaragua,
and that was to establish not a democ-
racy, necessarily, but some kind of a
government which would provide lib-
erty and freedom and respect for the
individual in Nicaragua. Regardless of
what has been said here today, the in-
formation available to me is that the
Contras are made up of about 2 per-
cent, 2 percent of the remnants of the
National Guard of Nicaragua and 42
percent are former Sandinistas, or
people who helped the Sandinistas
come to power. That is an established
fact, at least according to the informa-
tion that I have. Let me tell you, along
with other colleagues who have indi-
cated travel into that portion of the
world during the Easter recess, I was
privileged to accompany a codel to T
countries in Latin America. And, as
compared to a year ago, the people
throughout the lands south of us have
changed their attitudes a great deal.
Previously they did respect the United
States, they did look to us for leader-
ship, but they would not confess to
that or to outright friendship because
it was not popular to be too friendly
with the colossus of the North.

Today those people openly profess
their friendship, openly ask for the
leadership of the United States of
America and openly state their horror
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of the terror that exists in Nicaragua
because they know this will come to
their lands if they do not get the lead-
ership that we will be able to provide
them and if we do not support the
Contras.

This is the most important vote for
them on Latin America that they are
watching today. They are watching it
much more closely than we are here in
America, because it means if this vote
is not taken in favor of the Contras, it
means that we will once again, once
again leave our friends at the last
minute.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. RUDD. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman, my friend, from
Mississippi.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. STUMP. I yield an additional 2
minutes to the gentleman from Arizo-
na [Mr. Ruppl.

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the gentleman for what he said, and
also to emphasize the point he made
about the Contras, that less than 2
percent of the total Contra forces ever
served in the Nicaraguan National
Guard, served under Somoza, and that
42 percent of the Contra middle grade
leadership are men who deserted the
Sandinista ranks when the Sandinistas
betrayed their promise of democracy
and freedom in Nicaragua.

So the Contras, most of them were
Sandinistas at one time. I think that
point should be clearly made here
today.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen-
tleman in the well bringing it up.

Mr. RUDD. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s leadership which he provided on
a recent trip.

You know, there are a number of us,
and this may be of interest to my
friend and colleague from Arizona,
who supports the Nicaraguan freedom
fighters and oppose it by invoking the
memories of Vietnam.

We should reread history.

The Tet offensive was a military vic-
tory for the United States and the
South Vietnamese forces.

When President Nixon ordered the
bombing of Hanoi Ho Chi Minh sent
his emissaries to the Paris tables to ac-
tually talk peace.

Actually, South Vietnam was not de-
stroyed in that case, but was destroyed
by the Case-Church amendment
which prohibited the use of air power
to enforce the provisions of the Paris
accords.

Today a large portion of Southeast
Asia is dominated by the Communists
under the same circumstances we are
facing now in Central America and be-
cause of the violent genocide there.
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Many of the Nicaraguan freedom
figthers helped to oust the govern-
ment of General Somoza, as we stated
before, but they now turned coat on it
and are trying to establish the free-
dom that the Sandinistas promised
and never produced.

If we fail to support both the free-
dom figthers in Nicaragua and the
duly elected government in El Salva-
dor of Jose Napoleon Duarte, then
Cuba and the Sandinistas under the
Soviet direction will export commu-
nism everywhere throughout Latin
America and in Mexico.

Captured Soviet correspondents ob-
tained in Grenada provides us with
compelling evidence that Russia is
committed to spreading this revolu-
tionary doctrine throughout the
region.

There is an old copybook rule that
an ounce of prevention is worth a
pound of cure. And the freedom fight-
ers are defending the United States
and its prinicples in Nicaragua just as
surely as they are fighting for their
own freedom and for our freedom.

So if those in control of the House
of Representatives forbid further as-
sistance to those freedom fighters in
Nicaragua, they should be prepared to
take the blame for the inevitable con-
sequences that will result.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. RUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, people on the other
side have made the point that this
may be a Gulf of Tonkin resolution. In
other words, if we were to approve
money for the Contras, that we might
have to send troops down there. In
fact, this is the reverse, if we do not
send money down there, we may have
to send troops down there.

Mr. RUDD. The gentleman is right.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
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Mr. ADDABBO. Mr., Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [(Mr. DownNEY].

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, Congress faces an impor-
tant choice and a test of its will.

The choice is whether we will sup-
port a diplomatic resolution of the
conflict in Central America and reaf-
firm our faith in the strength of our
diplomacy.

The test of our will involves the
issue of maintaining congressional op-
position to providing military assist-
ance to the Contra forces who seek
the overthrow of the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment.

1. THE STRENGTH OF OUR DIPLOMACY

In the past year, we have seen lead-
ers of the administration continually
question the value of our diplomacy by
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emphasizing the need to rely on mili-
tary force as a solution to our diplo-
matic problems. Central America has
been the particular focus of this ap-
proach,

This approach undercuts our diplo-
macy and ignores the strength of our
diplomatic tradition.

Strength of our diplomacy rests on
the strength and power of our diplo-
matic imagination.

The United States emerged as a dip-
lomatic power in the 19th century, at
a time when we were not a military
force to be reckoned with.

In fact, in Latin America, where we
first staked out a diplomatic position
through the much misunderstood and
manipulated Monroe Doctrine, we had
no military foree to back us up.

What we did have was a bold diplo-
matic imagination and a vision on
which we have based our Latin Ameri-
can diplomacy ever since.

In all of our diplomatic succession,
what stands out is the fact that we
have been clear about the nature of
our interests and those of others. The
Reagan administration, in practice,
seems to have lost sight of this. The
tragic outcome of our involvement in
Lebanon is generally credited to the
fact that no one in the administration
could agree on the reason for sending
in the Marines. If we are to believe the
administration, there is a similar lack
of clarity with regard to policy toward
Nicaragua.

Initially, we supported the Contras
in order to stop the influx of arms to
El Salvador. When the administration
could not provide convincing proof of
this, the policy objective shifted.

The next reason for administration
support for the Contras was to press
Nicaragua to reduce its relations with
the Soviet Union and Cuba. When
that seemed to have failed, rather
than change the policy—support for
the Contras—the administration
changed the policy goal.

The latest rationale is to keep pres-
sure on Nicaragua to bring them to
the negotiating table and to keep
them there. The difficulty with this
rationale is that quiet negotiations
have been going on and it is the ad-
ministration which has not stayed at
the table; in January, we ended the
talks which had been progressing at
Manzanillo in Mexico.

What, then, should be the goals of
our diplomacy?

Unquestionably, the primary goal
should be to deny the Soviets an of-
fensive military base in Central Amer-
ica. There must be no missiles in Nica-
ragua—on that we are all agreed.

We should also be concerned to pro-
mote a peaceful, diplomatic, and politi-
cal solution to the conflict in Central
America.

We must also reaffirm the primacy
of diplomacy. We should support ac-
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tively the Contadora peace process.
After all, the Contadora nations are
staking quite a bit on their diplomatic
skills; our own history shows that a
nation does not need to be a military
power to make diplomatic history.

Are these goals being served by the
administration’s proposal to continue
aiding the Contras? The answer is no.

Since 1981, the administration has
given almost $100 million to the Con-
tras and what do we have to show for
it?

A further hardening of the Sandinis-
ta’s position.

An increase in the intensity of ter-
rorist attacks on the civilian popula-
tion of Nicaragua.

A series of embarrassing incidents,
including the mining of Nicaraguan
harbors and the production of a
manual for the Contras which advo-
cated terrorist methods.

Our efforts to consolidate opposition
to the Sandinistas on a democratic
basis have failed.

The Contras have been unwilling or
unable to work together and the pri-
mary reason is that the democratic
groups opposed to the Sandinistas
refuse, for good reason, to follow the
lead of the FDN forces—the largest
single group and the group that the
administration seems closest to.

Everyone else involved with Nicara-
gua recognizes that the FDN is domi-
nated by former members of Somoza’s
national guard, who have rarely been
known for their commitment to de-
mocracy.

The irony of the administration’s
unwillingness to deal diplomatically
with the Sandinistas was pointed out
by Theodore Sorenson when he noted
the welcome extended to Chadli Ben-
jadid, the President of Algeria last
week. Mr. Sorenson correctly observed
that governments change of their own
accord, that not all governments born
in revolutionary fervor wind up as
hard line opponents of the United
States. A great deal depends on our
willingness to accept them and deal
with them.

2. A TEST OF CONGRESSIONAL WILL

We are engaged in a test of congres-
sional will on this matter. Over the
past 3 years the House has repeatedly
expressed its opposition to the admin-
istration's policy with regard to the
Contras.

Through the Boland amendment to
the fiscal year 1983 appropriations
bill, we prohibited the use of funds to
overthrow the Government of Nicara-
gua.

In fiscal year 1984, aid to the Con-
tras was capped at $24 million and we
stipulated that additional funds could
not be spent without congressional au-
thorization.

Last year, Congress denied a request
for an additional $21 million for the
Contras.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Now, Congress is being asked to ap-
prove an additional release of funds
for the Contras.

How many times do we have to say
no? ;

We are being offered a compromise
that is no compromise at all, a compro-
mise that flies in the face of the expe-
rience of the past 3 years. We have
been told before that the funds would
have a limited use, and we subsequent-
ly found out that they were used to
mine harbors, produce assassination
manuals and support a movement
whose true aim was to overthrow the
Nicaraguan Government. The essence
of the administration’s compromise is
that the money will be used for hu-
manitarian assistance for 60 days, and
then it will revert to military assist-
ance. All that this compromise does is
to postpone the day when the money
will be squandered in pursuit of a
wrongheaded and deadly policy in
Central America.

We have been clear in the past about
our resolve not to fund the Contras.
We must remain resolute while we
work actively to promote a just peace
in Central America—a peace which
will be the most effective way to deny
the Soviets a foothold in Central
America.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. HYDE. Would my friend con-
cede, in the interest of historical accu-
racy, that you were a little slow on
Grenada? Would you concede that
much?

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. I will
not, but I will be happy to have a
dialog with the gentleman a little
later.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
MONTGOMERY].

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr, Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of the
$14 million aid request. Mr. Chairman,
a group of us from the Armed Serv-
ices, Veterans' Affairs, and Appropria-
tions Committees visited seven coun-
tries in Latin America earlier this
month to assess United States, Cen-
tral, and South American security
matters as well as to review the par-
ticipation of U.S. national guard
troops in the Blazing Trails and Ahaus
Tara III exercises. We had the oppor-
tunity to meet with numerous U.S.
diplomatic and military personnel as
well as with high-level Latin American
military and government leaders—
most notably with President José Na-
poleon Duarte of El Salvador. We en-
countered a number of recurring secu-
rity and defense themes on our jour-
ney—themes about which there was
surprising unanimity of opinion—and I
would like to pass along our findings
for your consideration. In fact I had
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been to Central America 12 months
ago and then 2 weeks ago and I could
see improvement toward democracy.

First, United States and Latin Amer-
ican officials agree that Cuban and
Nicaraguan support of leftist insur-
gents in El Salvador and elsewhere in
the region poses the most serious
threat to democracy and stability in
Central America. There is no doubt
that Cuba and Nicaragua are continu-
ing to export their revolution in terms
of providing financial support, mili-
tary hardware, training, and sanctuary
to the violent opponents of democrat-
ically elected governments.

Second, United States and Latin
American officials agree that the
United States must continue to pro-
vide significant resources to democrat-
ic forces in Central America in order
to counteract the effects of Cuban and
Nicaraguan influence. President
Duarte, in particular emphasized that
“if the United States cuts off aid to
democratic forces in Central America,
the United States will ensure a perma-
nent military imbalance in the region
and contribute to the victory of totali-
tarian forces.”

Third, the officials with whom we
spoke stressed that Latin America
views U.S. approval of the $14 million
humanitarian assistance request to
the Nicaraguan Contras as a “litmus
test” of the U.S. commitment to the
region. They ask why the United
States hesitates to actively export its
most precious commodity—democra-
cy—when Cuba and Nicaragua do not
hesitate to export their Marxism.
They ask why the United States hesi-
tates to support Nicaraguans who are
willing to risk their lives to restore
freedom and democracy to their coun-
try in order that American men need
not sacrifice their lives some time in
the future.

Fourth, United States and Latin
America officials emphasized the im-
portance of constructive U.S. pressure
on Nicaragua to move the Sandinistas
toward moderation. The record shows
that the flow of arms from Nicaragua
to leftist insurgents in Central Amer-
ica slows when the United States
keeps the pressure on through provid-
ing assistance to t